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THE RULES UNDER THE Act which establishes the 
Central Office of the Supreme Court are now drafted, 
and will shortly be submitted for suggestions to the 
various officers concerned. 





Wirth reearp to the complaints which have recently 
‘appeared in the daily papers of inconvenience in the 
purchase of Judicature fee ‘stamps, we are enabled to 
state that arrangements are in progress which, so far at 
least as the offices in the Royal Courts of Justice are 
concerned, will give greater facilities for obtaining these 
stamps. We believe that it is intended to authorize 
‘certain officials on each floor of the building 
to distribute stamps. But this will not remove the 
‘whole grievance, for the stamps required in the Chancery 
Chief Clerks’ offices and in the Chancery Paymaster’s 
office are numerous, and these offices are situate some 
‘distance from the Royal Courts of Justice and Somerset 
House. We are glad to learn, however, that Judicature 
fee stamps may now be obtained at the post-office in 
Chancery-lane, This is a step in the right direction; 
and we may hope that something more will yet be done 
to meet the convenience of practitioners. 





ForMERLY THERE WERE CERTAIN PLACES in the neigh- 
bourhood of Lincoln’s-inn where late in the afternoon 
a small crowd of solicitors’ and barristers’ clerks might 
be seen collected round the notice-boards containing the 
cause-lists of the several courts for the following day4 
But since last April these lists have only been placed 
on the doors of the several courts. It will be convenient 
to the profession to know that in future the common- 
law cause papers will be posted up in the porch under 
the tower at the south front of the Royal Courts of 
Justice; and that the Chancery cause papers will be 
found in the corridor at the Carey-street entrance of 
the building (which remains open till six p.m.), and also 
outside the cause-book room on the court floor. 





A quaint Piece of criminal law was disinterred at 
the recent Maidstone Assizes. A man and his wife, after 
drinking heavily for eight days, threw themselves into 
a river, no doubt intending, so far they were capable 
of forming an intention, to commit suicide together. 
The husband was drowned, but the wife escaped, and she 
was thereupon charged with the murder of her hus- 
band. In the beginning of the seventeenth century the 
judges were perplexed with a similar case (Anon., 
Moore, 754). A man and his wife “ayant long 
temps vive incontinent,’ were in great distress. The 
husband said to the wife, ‘‘I am weary of life and will 
destroy myself,” upon which the wife replied, ‘‘ If you 
do, I will too,” and thereupon the husband mixed poison 
with some drink, of which both partook. The husband 
died, but the wife recovered. According to Moore, the 
question whether the wife was guilty of murder was 
considered, but he does not give the decision. Mr. 
Justice Pattison, however (8 C. & P. 418), evidently re- 
ferring to this case, says that the wife was acyuitted on the 
grourd that she was under the control of her husband. 
In 1823, in a case( 2. v. Dyson, R. & R.523), where the wife 
was drowned and the husband escaped, it was held by 
nine judges that, “ if the deceased threw herself into the 
water by the arrangement of the prisoner, and because 
she thought he had set her the example, in pursuance of 
the previous agreement, he was a principal in the second 
degree, and was guilty of murder ;” andin a subsequent 
case of R. v. Alison, (8 C. & P. 418), Mr. Justice Pattison 
told the jury that ‘‘supposing the parties mutually 
agreed to commit suicide, and one only accomplished 
that object, the survivor would be guilty of murder in 
point of law.” Following these authorities in the 
recent case, the Lord Chief Justice, in summing up, told 
the jury that they must take the law to be that if two 
persons agreed together to commit self-murder and one 
of them survived, the survivor was guilty of murder. 
Happily, however, it was not necessary to put this 
doctrine into practical application, as the jury seem to 
thought that the parties were not in a condition to 
form a definite intention to commit suicide, and con- 
sequently found the woman not guilty. 





Sm Evetyn Woop, in his eloquent speech at the Middle 
Temple Hall on Saturday, enumerated several instances 
of eminent judges who have commenced their career as 
soldiers or sailors; but he failed to complete the list. 
The greatest of equity lawyers, Sir William Grant 
(who practised for a few years in Canada) commanded a 
body of volunteers during the siege of Quebec. Chief 
Justice Jervis held for a short time a commission in 
the Carbineers, and the late Baron Watson, as a lieut- 
enant of Dragoons, served in the Peninsula, and was 
engaged at the Battle of Waterloo. In all these instancés 
however, it must be admitted that 


- « . “mighty Julius, pleading at the Bar, 

Was greater than when thundering in the war” 
—which, in spite of his recent speech, cannot as yet 
be said of Sir Evelyn Wood. 
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CounsEL FOR THE DEFENCE in a case tried at the 
recent Assizes having stated that the priscner’s mouth 
was closed, and that he (the learned counsel) could not 
give the prisoner’s account of the matter, the Lord Chief 
Justice interposed with the remark that “he could not 
acquiesce in that, for counsel represented the accused, 
and whatever the prisoner would be entitled to say, that 
his counsel was entitled to say on his behalf.” ‘The ob- 
servation carries us back to a ttial forty years ago (ZR. v. 
Butcher, 2 Moo. & Rob. 228), where Mr. Cockburn, in 
his address to the jury on behalf of a prisoner, was pro- 
ceeding to give an account received by him from the 
prisoner of what passed—for which he said, he was 
compelled to rely on the prisoner’s statement only, inas- 
much as everyone capable of explaining the transaction 
was included in the indictment—when he was inter- 
rupted by Mr. Justice Coleridge, who laid down the rule 
that a prisoner’s counsel could not be allowed to tell the 
jury any facts which he had heard from the prisoner but 
which he was not in a condition to prove. ‘* Where, 
indeed,’ he said, “‘ a prisoner is undefended, the court are 
obliged to hear his whole statement, and the jury must 
make the best of it; but I have often insisted on the 
rule where counsel were employed, and it ought to be 
followed.”’ Nevertheless, the rule has not invariably been 
followed, for in R. v. Haines (1 F. & F. 86) Mr. Justice 
Crowder held that what a prisoner said before the magis- 
trate he might repeat through his counsel at the trial; 
and we hope that the observations of the Lord Chief 
Justice will prevent it from being followed hereafter. 
The prisoner has, as Mr. Justice Byles once said, “ the 
option of either speaking himself or of having his 
counsel to speak for him,” and it does not seem reason- 
able that he should be unable to state in the one case 
what he can state in the other. 





We print in another column an extract, forwarded to 
us by an esteemed correspondent, from the transactions 
of the Newcastle Law Society, which may be commended 
to the consideration cf the Corporation of London and 
the city companies who insist upon retaining in the 
hands of their officers a monopoly of conveyancing 
business. It appears that formerly the Town Council of 
Newcastle-npon-Tyne were accustomed to insert in 
leases a clause corresponding to that in the city of 
London leases, on which we recently commented; but 
in 1833 Mr. Clayton, then the town clerk, addressed a 
letter to the secretaries of the Newcastle-upon-Tyne and 
Gateshead Law Societies, in which he asked them to 
communicate to the profession that he had obtained the 
consent of the Council to omit in all future re- 
newals of leases the clause which confined the prepara- 
tion of assignments to the town clerk; and that with 
respect to the existing leases he would forego the benefit 
of that clause in favour of his professional brethren. 
We fear that high-minded generosity of this kind is rare, 
but it is well that this pleasant instance should be placed 
on record. 





THERE Was A coLLapse of the cause papers in 
several of the courts of the Chancery Division on 
Tuesday. Vice-Chancellor Malins and Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon had to rise at an unusually early hour; of the 
ten further considerations in Vice-Chancellor Hall’s 
paper not one was ready to be heard, and if his lordship 
had not happily had the very substantial Banda and 
Kirwee case to fall back upon, he must have followed 
the example of his learned colleagues. Neglect to 
deliver briefs may be excusable at the commencement 
of the sittings, but in future care should be taken to study 
the notes in the Sittings Paper which indicate the pre- 
cedence which is given to further considerations and 
demurrers, 


THE NEW EDITION OF THE BANKERS’ 
BOOKS EVIDENCE ACT. 


In the year 1876 an Act was passed called ‘‘ The Bankers’ 
Books Evidence Act, 1876.” Its object was to allow 
copies of bank books to be given in evidence; and the 
year of its passing was incorporated with its title, doubt 

less to indicate that further legislation on the same sub- 

ject would be required ; a forecast which has proved true, 

In commenting on the Act, we pointed out that its 
provisions were obscure and defective, and they in fact 
were so to such a degree that the Act has been almost a 
dead letter, and it is now wholly repealed by the 2nd 
section of the recent statute. It will not be worth while, 
in respect of a piece of legislation which has had so short 
and uneventful a history, to compare in detail its pro- 
visions with those of the Act which has replaced it, but it 
may be convenient to state shortly the effect of the new 
law. 

The institutions whose books are brought under the 
protection of the ‘‘ Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 1879,’” 
are, by section 9, banks which have “ duly made a return 
to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue,” savings banks 
‘* certified under the Acts relating to savings banks,” and 
post-office savings banks; and the same section contains 
regulations as to the mode of proving that the institution 
in question fulfils those conditions. As to what may be 
termed commercial banks, the fact that they have made 
a return (i.e., a return under 7 & 8 Vict. c. 22, s. 2, and 
12 & 13 Vict. c. 1) may be proved by production (1) of 
a copy of the return verified by the affidavit of a partner 
or officer of the bank, or (2) of a copy of a newspaper 
‘* purporting to contain ” a copy of such return published 
by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. As to the veri- 
fied copy, it is to be observed that there is nothing in the 
Act which enables the affidavit in any case tried on oral 
evidence (ord. 37, r. 1) to verify the fact that it is in 
truth made by such “ partner or officer,’ and it would 
therefore appear in strictness necessary to prove that the 
deponent actually occupies that position, and in criminal 
proceedings, at any rate, it would not be safe to disregard 
the objecticn. Nor, again, is it quite clear what persons 
the description of “officer” will include, and whether 
the term has the same extent and meaning as in section 
6. With respect to the “copy of a newspaper,” it is to 
be observed that the publication of the return is to be 
made by the commissioners (under 7 & 8 Vict. c. 22, s. 
21) in “ some newspaper circulating within each town or 
county” where the bank carries on business. There is 
nothing, however, in the words of the present Act to 
make it necessary to show that the newspaper ten- 
dered in evidence answers this description; it is 
enough if it ‘* purports’ to contain a copy published 
by the commissioners. What is remarkable, however, 
is that while the defunct Act required that the return 
should have been made ‘at the commencement of each 
year”’ (section 2)—thus, apparently, making it necessary 
to show a constant performance of the duty—the present 
Act only requires that the bank shall have made “a re- 
turn,’ thus, apparently, allowing the condition to be 
satisfied by the proof of any return, however old. It is 
not easy to see the occasion or necessity for defining 
‘* panks”’ by reference to this return; but if there be a 
reason it can hardly be satisfied by the production of a 
return of twenty years ago; and if not, what year’s re- 
turn must be produced—that of the date of the entries, 
or that of the time when the copy of the entries is put in 
evidence or is made? Reasons of a sort might be given 
for either. If the bank was not conducted regularly 
when the entries were made, there iso reason why credit 
should be given to its accounts. If it is not conducted 
regularly when the evidence is required, there is no 
reason why its officers and books should be privileged 
from attendance. It is hard to tell which should prevail. 
Perhaps both should operate; and the safest course 
would be to assume that this view will be taken, and to 





apply the evidence to each period, 
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A further observation which we made on the old Act 
for reasons then stated (20 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 962) 
may be repeated in the form of a query. How are the 
important banks which are not required to make these 
returns to get the benefit of this Act ? 

As to the certified savings banks, their character 
is to be proved by “an office or examined copy 
of their certificate”; that is, apparently, the cer- 
tificate to be given on copies of their rules . by 
the barrister appointed (26 & 27 Vict. c.87, s. 4, 
and see 39 & 40 Vict. c. 52), one of which copies 
is to be returned to the trustees of the savings bank, 
and the other to be transmitted to the Commissioners 
for the Reduction of the National Debt. The Act of 
26 & 27 Vict. c. 87, does not apply to post-office savings 
banks (section 68), and these are to be proved to be such 
by a certificate purporting to be under the hand of the 
Postmaster- General, or one of the secretaries to the Post- 
Office. 

The “copy of a newspaper” is the readiest way of 
proving the ‘‘ return,” but may not be always easy for 
litigants to procure. Banks, which desire to save them- 
selves trouble, and to avoid the payment of costs, would 
do well to keep a supply of such copies on hand; for 
the proof in any case, whether of the “return” or the 
“certificate,” must, practically speaking, be obtained 
from the bank, and those who wish to use the Act should 
make early application to the bank authorities, for, unless 
by order of a judge, no other evidence than a copy can 
now be required (section 6). 

It must not be supposed, however—and this is a car- 
dinal difference between the present Act and its prede- 
eessor—that the litigant is some person other than the 
bank. By the final clause of 39 & 40 Vict. c. 48, s. 3, 
the Act had no application to proceedings to which the 
bank was a party. A contemplation of the beneficial 


effects which would have been produced if the repealed 
Act had been really operative, and a conviction of what 
experience (if there had been any) would have justified, 
has encouraged the Legislature now to omit the limita- 


tion. And there can be no doubt that such cases will 
form the great majority of those in which the Act will 
be applied. 

The books, of which copies are to be admitted in 
evidence, are all books ‘‘used in the ordinary business 
of the bank ;”’ and, in order to make the copy admis- 
sible, three things must be proved—(1) that the book 
was, at the time of the making of the entry, one of the 
ordinary books of the bank; (2) that the entry was 
made in the usual and ordinary course of business; and 
(3) that the book is in the custody or control of the 
bank, all which may be proved either orally or by 
affidavit by a partner or officer of the bank (section 4). 

The copy itself must further be proved to have been 
examined with the original entry and to be correct; 
which proof may also be given either orally or by 
affidavit by the person examining it (section 5). 

With respect to these provisions the remark may be 
repeated that (as under section 9) no provision is made 
for proof by affidavit of the position of the ‘* partner or 
officer,’ and, having regard to ord. 37, r. 1, this proof 
should not be neglected even in civil cases, and certainly 
not in criminal. 

If, however, the above conditions are complied with, 
no banker or officer of a bank is compellable to pro- 
duce any banker’s book, or to appear as a witness to 
prove the matters, transactions and accounts therein re- 
corded unless by order of a judge made for special cause 
(section 6). This provision seems to be altogether ex- 
cessive. There may be sufficient reason why copies of 
bank books should be made primd facie evidence of the 
matter recorded in the books, and this is done by 
section 3. Such a provision would meet all the just 
requirements of the case, and would leave either party at 
liberty, if he thought it necessary, to summon the bank 
Officers as witnesses. But it isnot so clear why this class 
of persons should require a special order to compel them 





to discharge a duty from which no one else is similarly 
exempted. No such provision was contained in the 
repealed Act, although litigation to which the bank was 
a party was excepted from its operation. The bankers 
have now not only included their own cases, but with- 
drawn themselves and their servants from the witness 
box. 

The clause which to some degree qualifies the effect of 
these stringent provisions is section 7, which enables a 
party to a legal proceeding to obtain a judge’s order 
(which may be made ez parte) to inspect and take copies 
of any entries in a banker’s book for the purposes of 
such proceedings, which order (subject to special direc- 
tions of the judge) must be served on the bank three 
clear days before it is to be obeyed. This provision, no 
doubt, may be of great service. It materially differs 
from the corresponding section of the repealed Act 
(section 6), for by that section an application for inspec- 
tion could only be made by a party who had received 
the notice (which, under that Act, was necessary) of his 
opponent’s intention to adduce copies of the bank books 
in evidence. No such notice is now required, and, on 
the other hand, it is open to a party at any stage, and 
without any preliminary condition, to apply for an order 
to inspect any banking entries which may be material to 
the case, and if the bank has interpoged unreasonable 
delays or difficulties it may be made to pay the costs of 
the application (section 8). That a special order may 
be made on a banker or bank officer to produce the books 
or to give evidence (section 6) has been already pointed 
out; the section stands in place of the 7th section of the 
repealed Act, which authorized an order excluding copies 
from being put in evidence. 

Upon the whole this Act is a great improvement on its 
slovenly and cumbrous predecessor; its provisions are 
more business-like, and they are expressed in much 
clearer and terser language; it is only to be regretted 
that they are not so complete as to give us confidence 
that we have yet seen the end of this legislation, and 
that they are so wide as to give us an uneasy sense of 
what bankers can do for themselves when they pull 
together. 








UNSATISFACTORY WITNESSES. 


Ir must have frequently occurred to those who have 
had occasion to frequent courts of justice that the 
majority of persons do not make good witnesses. The 
behaviour of many witnesses is positively exasperating 
to those whv may have to examine them or to record 
their testimony. And very few indeed come up to the 
standard of what we should call a good witness. 
There are various causes for this. The nervousness 
which naturally results from the situation is one of them. 
The over-eagerness which is very closely connected with 
nervousness is another. Conceit and the tendency to 
partizanship inherent in human nature have likewise 
their share in the matter. Positive dishonesty lies some- 
what apart from the scope of the remarks we are now 
making, because it would not be unsatisfactory that a 
positively dishonest witness should make a bad witness. 
The unsatisfactory circumstance is that so many wit- 
nesses who are not positively dishonest should be bad 
witnesses. If only positively dishonest witnesses were 
bad witnesses, it would not be so difficult to judge where the 
truth lies as it often is. But short of positive dishonesty— 
by which we meau in other words perjury or intention - 
to keep back the truth—there is a certain amount of 
dishovesty which frequently very much diminishes the 
effect of testimony which in the main is honest. A man 
has come to speak the truth, but he has to some extent 
become a partizan, or his pugnacity has been aroused, 
and the consequence is that he shuffles or fights with 
the cross-examining counsel, and thussucceeds in throwing 
some discredit on the testimony which he has truthfully 
given. 

It is rarely that a judge can safely say much 
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by way of admonition to a witness except in cases 
where he suspects positive perjury, because remarks by 
a@ judge to a witness may have an unfair effect with 
the jury; but we should think, from the hints that 
judges sometimes let fall, that they must often feel 
sorely tempted to give a witness what would be popu- 
larly termed a good blowing up. It is a favourite topic 
among persons who are not of the legal profession to 
insist upon the browbeating and badgering tendencies of 
counsel and judges, but we wish some non-professional 
writer, in whose judgment the public would have con- 
fidence, and of impartial temperament, could carefully 
watch the demeanour of a fairly-selected, average lot of 
witnesses, and then give the public the result of his 
observations. We think that his verdict would be that 
witnesses, to a very large extent, had only themselves to 
blame for their troubles. In the case of the merely 
nervous witness, we think the public might, perhaps, 
make out their case to some extent. Neither judges 
nor counsel are altogether without blame in respect of 
this class of witnesses, but their humanity is not perfect, 
more especially in the hurry of business and under the 
pressure of extremely anxious responsibilities, and 
nervous witnesses are sometimes particularly irritating. 
It is extremely painful for counsel and judge when a 
witness cannot be got to speak above a whisper, not- 
withstanding repeated entreaties. And, in truth, 
nervousness is frequently complicated with the other 
causes we have mentioned which do not entitle the 
witness to the same consideration. 

But for the fact that, after all, it is but a small minority 
of persons who are ever called upon to be witnesses, we 
should think it well worthy of consideration whether 
the proper mode of giving testimony ought not to be 
made a branch of education. We doubt, after all, 
whether the mental training involved would not be 
useful even in the case of persons who might never be 
called upon to give testimony in a court of justice. 
There are many cases in ordinary life in which the habit 
of mind produced by such an education would be in- 
valuable. The first thing that anyone attending a court 
of justice must have noticed is the difficulty that is 
found in getting witnesses in cross-examination to answer 
categorically the questions asked. Of course, in cases 
where the witness is really seeking to avoid answering, the 
reason is obvious, and eveiy cross-examining counsel 
naturally suggests that this is the reason; but anyone 
familiar with courts knows that in many cases the reason 
is not that the witness is desirous of concealing the truth. 
Witnesses frequently do not listen carefully to the ques- 
tion or attempt to weigh its terms accurately. Again, 
they think they can answer more clearly than by a direct 
answer, and in a manner that will advance the truth 
better. Ifa class of pupils were to be instructed in the 
proper mode of giving testimony—of course, we are as- 
suming that our proposed branch of education would 
only be in the art of giving truthful evidence—the first 
and most cardinal rule that ought to be drummed in the 
ears of the pupils, usque ad nuuseam, would be that in 
cross-examination the questicn should always be directly 
answered in the terms in which it was put. The witness 
ought not to be over-anxious about the effect of the 
answer. Explanations can be offered after the question 
is answered, and there is a re-examining counsel whose 
business it is to put the matter straight if the questiun is 
unfair. Witnesses constantly try, instead of answering 
the questions directly, to state something which would 
qualify the effect of an answer favourable to the ques- 
tioner. 

Again, another precept that ought to be emphatically 
inculcated would be that a witness who loses his temper 
and allows himself to be provoked by a cross-examining 
counsel is, in most cases, making a fool of himself. It is 
the very thing that the cross-examiner desires, and most 
people, one would have thought, would have the sense to 
see that; and yet again and again one sees that witnesses, 
both of high and low degree, lose their temper almost 





directly. Conceit and natural pugnacity, as we have said, 
are the cause of the downfall of many a witness. A. 
witness who goes into the box prepared to pit himself 
against counsel in an encounter of wits, unless he is 
man of peculiar ability (but then, unfortunately, many 
witnesses think too highly of themselves), is generally 
preparing his own confusion, because a counsel, from 
the nature of the situation, has a great advantage over a 
witness in that frame of mind. There is no frame of 
mind in which a cross-examining counsel would more: 
desire to have a witness. 

These matters are, perhaps, truisms, but it is perfectly 
amazing, obvious as they are, how seldom witnesses act. 
upon them. It is not the persons among whom one 
would naturally look for a fair amount of intelligence, 
coolness, and judgment that always make the best 
witnesses. Take, for the sake of example, a country 
dector. He is too often over-eager, and we will not say 
conceited (something less than this does the mischief), 
but only over-conscious of technical knowledge that the 
lawyers do not possess. He drags in technical terms 
when there is no occasion—says, for instance, that a leg: 
is edematous instead of swollen, and taiks of contusions. 
instead of bruises, and so on. He will try to show what 
the truth of the case is in his professional opinion without 
attending strictly to the questions asked of him. He 
wants to dogmatize as he would do to a class of pupils. 
on the symptoms, gets a little angry or confused under 
hostile treatment, and in the end is broken down and: 
hopelessly discredited with the greatest ease by a very 
moderate cross-examiner, though his testimony is really: 
the truth. There is, no doubt, great difficulty involved 
in the position of such a witness, for which considerable 
allowance ought to be made. He has to give testimony of 
a scientific nature to an ignorant tribunal, and one neces- 
sarily easily taken advantage of by a clever advocate who- 
can twist the witness’s expressions about in a plausible 
way; but, notwithstanding all this, he is often chiefly to- 
blame for the result himself. Had there been less fussi- 
ness and eagerness to justify an opinion once pronounced ;. 
less readiness to assume that the questions of the judge 
and the counsel are nonsense, because they are not 
experts; less tendency to go beyond the function of 
witness, and usurp that of judge of the facts, all would 
have been well. People continually destroy the effect of 
their own testimony by the things which they do with a 
view to enhancing it. We give the case of the country 
doctor by way of example, as one class of witnesses 
who are too often unsatisfactory. There are, of course, 
other classes of witnesses who have their peculiar faults, 
such, for instance, as policemen, but we have not space 
for discussion in detail. 

Leaving the subject of the unsatisfactory mode in 
which testimony in the main honest is often given, let 
us turn for a moment to the subject of downright dis- 
honest witnesses. It is something horrifying to any one- 
not rendered callous by custom to think of the amount 
of perjury that must be committed in courts of justice. 
Every one familiar with an assize court knows how often 
it happens that case after case is tried in which there is 
such a conflict of evidence that the witnesses, on one 
side at least, must be committing perjury. We remem- 
ber one of the present Lords Justices cf Appeal, at an 
assize town in the country, expressing his thankfulness, 
with almost a sigh of relief, at coming to a case involving 
a pure point of law, after several days of hard-swearing 
cases. We remember, too, though much longer ago, 
an apparently honest-looking farmer getting into a rail- 
way carriage in a northern county—they swear hard in 
the North, as any one who has been at a Yorkshire assize 
knows—and, in the course of a few remarks, casually ex- 
plaining to his fellow travellers that he had just been 
up to the assizes to ‘‘do a bit of swearing” in the 
interests of a son who was engaged in some law matter— 
whether civil or criminal we forget. Of course, he did 
not use the word ‘‘ perjury,” but it was implied. He 
made the statement in a partly apologetic manner, but 
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indicated that he thought that any little difficulty he 
might feel with his own conscience was a sacrifice de- 
manded imperatively of any decent father by the ties of 
paternal affection. We are afraid that a great many 
persons do not realize the guilt of perjury, and tend in 
their secret hearts towards sentiments more or less in 
sympathy with those of our friend the farmer. Prosecu- 
tions for perjury are, unfortunately, very apt to fail, 
though the defendant is presumably guilty. 

Mistake, forgetfulness, and such like matters may 
often be plausibly suggested by way of defence, and 
where there is conflict of testimony, as there must often 
be in perjury cases, it is very difficult to obtain a convie- 
tion. At the same time we know of no legislative 
measure that could tend to reduce this evil, which is one 
of very considerable dimensions. 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES OF THE YEAR, 
II. 


Turre have been some important decisions during the 
year as to charging orders. Lloyd v. Jones (27 W. R. 
655), was a partition action, and a decree had been made 
by which the plaintiffs were declared entitled to one un- 
divided third part of the hereditaments, and to an 
account and payment by the defendants of one-third of 
the rents and profits, and the premises were ordered to 
be sold, the plaintiff's costs up to and including the 
hearing to be costs in the action. While the accounts 
were being proceeded with, and before sale, the plain- 
tiffs threatened to change their solicitors, and to com- 
promise the action, without providing for payment of 
their costs, which amounted to a sum in excess of the 
value of the plaintiffs’ interest in the property. The 
plaintiffs’ solicitors, who had acted throughout the par- 
tition proceedings, thereupon presented a petition asking 
for a declaration that they were entitled to a charge in 
respect of their costs (under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 28) 
upon the whole of the property. Fry, J., held that, 
since there had been no order for payment of the costs 
out of the proceeds of the sale, he could not by anticipa- 
tion give the solicitors a charge upon the whole property, 
but could only treat them as having alien upon the third 
part which had been recovered, gnd he therefore declared 
the petitioners entitled to a charge for their costs upon 
the plaintiffs’ one-third share in the hereditaments and 
rents and profits, and restrained the plaintiffs from 
receiving money in the action, by way of compromise 
or otherwise, without notice to the solicitors. 

Hamer v. Giles (27 W. R. 834, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 942) 
was a partnership action in which the defendant’s solici- 
tors had obtained on summons a charging order for their 
costs upon all sums coming to the defendant on taking 
the partnership uccounts. Jessel, M.R., held that, since 
the solicitors would have a lien upon the money re- 
covered, independently of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, the de- 
fendant could create no charge which would take 
priority of their claim. Some objections were 
taken to the form of the order, but the Master of the 
Rolls held that there was nothing in the statute to 
render it necessary that the order should be entitled 
in the matter of the Act as well as in the action; 
and he also held that the order could be made either 
on petition or on summons. In the more recent 
case of Brown v. Trotman (41 L. J. N. S..179) Fry, J., 
described a petition as the proper and usual practice in 
such cases, and also decided that an application for a 
charging order upon the defendant's interest in a fund 
ought not to be served upon the plaintiff. 

There have been several cases relating to the taxation 
of costs. In Corticene Floor Covering Company v. 
Tull (27 W. R. 378) the Court of Appeal held that the 
discretionary authority given to a judge by ord. 6, r. 3, 
of the rules of the Supreme Court (Costs), as to allowing 
costs upon the higher or the lower scale, must be exer- 
<ised by himself, and cannot be delegated by him to the 





master. Baines v. Wormsley (27 W. R. 36) turned upon 
the construction of ord. 6, r. 18 of the same rules; and 
Jessel, M.R., held that the taxing master is bound, 
without any special direction, to exercise the jurisdiction 
given to him by that rule of inquiring whether any of 
the costs have been improperly incurred, and that he is 
none the less bound to do so in an action where an order 
has been made for a stay of proceedings upon payment 
of costs. “ The Pupa de Rossie” (27 W. R. 367, L. R. 
3 P. D. 163) was an admiralty action, and Sir R. Philli. 
more held that ord. 6, r. 26, does not apply to taxation 
of costs between solicitor and client, and that, therefore, 
it is not competent for the registrar upon such a taxation 
to consider whether any charges ought to be disallowed 
on the ground that they have been incurred through the 
solicitor’s negligence. 

In Watson v. Rodwell (27 W. R. 265, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 
150) a question arose as to the taxation of a bill of costs 
more than twelve months after its delivery, and the 
Court of Appeal (affirming the decision of Malins, V.C., 
26 W. R. 524, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 625) held that exorbitant 
charges form ‘‘ special circumstances,” within 6 & 7 
Vict. c. 73, s. 37, which may justify the court in re- 
ferring a bill of costs to taxation, even where more than 
twelve months have elapsed since its delivery and pay- 
ment; also that allegations of undue influence and the 
absence of proper independent advice, would be taken 
into account in considering whether the solicitor’s bill 
should be taxed after payment, and the accounts re- 
opened. 

In re Leadbitter and Harvey (27 W. R. 267, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 388), was a case where property mortgaged by a 
person who subsequently became bankrupt bad been 
sold, the mortgagees being parties to the conveyance, and 
the trustee in the bankruptcy had paid the costs of the 
mortgagees’ solicitors out of the purchaseemoney. The 
bankrupt, having obtained his discharge, applied for an 
order, under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 39, upon the 
mortgagees’ solicitors for the delivery for taxation of 
a bill of the costs paid to them by his trustee, but the 
Court of Appeal (affirming the decision of Bacon, V.C., 
26 W. R. 267) refused the application, holding that the 
trustee in bankruptcy was not a “trustee” within the 
section, and was not “ chargeable”’ with the costs, and 
also that the bankrupt was not, until all his debts were 
paid, “‘a party interested in the property "’ out of which 
the costs were paid, within the section. ; 

Other cases involved questions as to the parties per- 
sonally liable for payment of costs. In Ex parte Gush, 
dn re Praté (27 W. R. 712), a solicitor who had been 
appointed at a meeting of creditors to register a resolu- 
tion for a composition applied for an order directing that 
his costs incident to the registration should be taxed, 
and paid by the debtor. The county court judge re- 
fused the application, and Bacon, C.J., affirmed his 
decision, saying that there was no jurisdiction to make 
such an order, and that payment of the costs should have 
been provided for either by the resolutions or the deed 
of covenant executed by the debtor. 
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The supplement to the London Gazette, dated March I, 
1877 (21 Soxicirors’ Journat, 358), containing a list of over 
2,000 causes, &c., to the credit of which fands were stand- 
ing at the Chancery Pay Office on the Ist of September, 
1875, the greater part of which are still unclaimed, has 
been republished. 

The Western Jurist says that Mr. Bradford, of Pueblo, 
some time ago, was defending a case before a judge whom 
he took a dislike to. In the courseof his remarks, in refer- 
ring to the judge, he said he reminded him “of an ass 
trying to munch hay.” The court called the attorney to 
order and fined him 5dols. for contempt, but remarked at 
the same time that it would remit the fine provided the 
attorney would apologize. Mr. Bradford went carefally 
through his pockets, and finding bat half the amount 
required, said: ‘‘Ahem! ahem! I'll take down the hay 
bat will copper the ass. Here are 2.50Jols. jadge.” 
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Rebiews. 
DOMICIL. 


Tue Law or Domicm, as A Branco or THE LAW oF 
ENGLAND, STATED IN THE Form or Rutzs. By A. V. 
Dicey, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Dicey’s work is a contribution of considerable 
value to what is commonly known as private interna- 
tional law. It is not limited, as might be surmised 
from the title, to the nature of domicil and the rules for 
ascertaining it. The larger half of the work is devoted 
to what the author calls the legal effects of domicil—i.e., 
the extent to which a person’s domicil influences the 
choice of the law to be applied to transactions in which 
he is concerned. It thus embraces a very large propor- 
tion of the questions dealt with in treatises on private 
international law, such as Story’s Conflict of Laws, and 
Mr. Westlake’s and Mr. Foote’s treatises. 

The form of the work is a series of rules, each 
accompanied by a commentary, in which the rule is 
explained, and the authorities bearing upon it discussed. 
Mr. Dicey expresses himself well, and he is acute in 
analyzing decided cases, and suggesting new points to be 
considered. On the whole his rules seem to us to repre- 
sent, with as much accuracy as could be expected, the law 
as at present received by English courts, but there are 
some parts of his subject, particularly that relating to 
the status of infants and married women, upon which 
the English authorities are very limited in number, and 
accordingly some of the rules rest on a single case or 
even on a single dictum—e.g., Rules 26, 27, 31. 

Mr. Dicey, in his preface, says that he has treated his 
subject solely as a branch of the law of England, and 
disclaims any attempt to ascertain whether the rules ad- 
ministered by English courts are the same as those ad- 
ministered by foreign tribunals. He has, fortunately, 
not followed this up by citing only English decisions. 
He recognizes that the decisions of English courts are in 
fact influenced by foreign authorities, such as Story 
and Savigny, and the judgments of foreign tribunals ; 
and accordingly he cites them to a limited extent. But, 
apparently, he fails to see that this is only what English 
courts ought to be encouraged to do; that it is desirable 
that the rules administered by English courts, on a ques- 
tion, say, of domicil, should, as far as possible, agree 
with those which a foreign tribunal would apply to the 
same question, and that, therefore, English text-writers 
on domicil, and other legal subjects of an international 
character, ought to!furnish advocates and judges with in- 
formation as to the rules which foreign courts would 
apply to such subjects. 





SUMMARY CONVICTIONS. 


Patzy’s Law anp Practice or Summary Convictions. 
Srxtu Epirion. By Watrer H. Macnamara, Esq. 
London: H. Sweet; Stevens & Sons; W. Maxwell & 
Sons; Butterworths. 1879. 


This work, of which the third edition appeared so far 
back as 1838, has long held a high position. The fourth 
and fifth editions were brought out by the late Mr. Mac- 
namara before his appointment to the post of Railway 
Commissioner, and the present edition, which, as we are 
told in the preface, was intended to be the work of the 
editor of the last two editions and his son, ‘‘had been 
proceeded with to a considerable extent when Mr. Mac- 
namara’s illness and subsequent death occurred.’”’ With 
regard to the book itself, it will be found to deal, ina 
remarkably scientific and elaborate manner, with the 
jurisdiction of justices in general, with the general effect 
of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, and in detail 
with the enactments of that statute as to laying an in- 
formation, issuing a summons, examination of witnesses, 
&c.; * with the qualities of convictions in general,” with 
the form of a conviction, with procedure on warrant of 





distress, with appeal to quarter sessions, with removal: 
by certiorari, with the statement of case under 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 43, and with actions against justices; the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts and other leading statutes 
being given in an appendix, which also contains. 
a valuable collection of forms alphabetically ar- 
ranged. The cases are gone into with great—per- 
haps too great—fulness, and it sometimes happens 
that the statutes under which they were decided 
have been, and are stated to be, repealed (see, 
for instance, 2. v. Martyr, decided on the repealed Bas- 
tardy Act 49 Geo. 3, c.68). Thecases are, however, well: 
put together, and the style is as easy and flowing as is 
compatible with the nature of the subject, except in the 
cases where Mr. Paley’s great learning betrayed him 
(see, for instance, page 224, and the note thereto) into. 
something like pedantry. 

With regard to the manner in which the present 
edition has been executed, if is open to question 
whether the Rules under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, ought not to have been waited for. To have 
waited for them, however, would have delayed the work. 
for many months, and the statute itself is not only 
printed in the appendix, but ‘incorporated in the text 
wherever it is applicable. Subject to this criticism, we 
gladly welcome this good edition of a good book. 





SETON ON DECREES. 

Forms or Decrees, JUDGMENTS, AND ORDERS IN THE 
Hicu Court anp Court or APPEAL, HAVING ESPECIAL 
REFERENCE TO THE OuHancery Division, With Prac- 
ticaL Notes. By the late Hon. Sir H. W. Szron. 
Fourtu Epirion, by R. H. Leacu, Esq., Senior 
Registrar of the Chancery Division, F. G. A.. 
Wits, Esq., and James Eastwick, Esq., Barfisters- 
at-Law. Vol. 2, part 2. Stevens & Sons. 

We have here the completion of this work, containing: 
the much wished for general index. Referring first of 
all to this, we may remark that the index is very full, 
covering 278 pages. The references under some of the 
headings are necessarily long, but they are alphabetically 
arranged, and we confess to a preference for this simple 
mode of construction over that adopted by certain in- 
genious gentlemen who have of late devoted their energies 
to index making, and who have introduced a practice of 
not only multiplying absurdly the leading headings, but 
arranging the references under numerous sub-headings. 
Unless thisis done with care and judgment the resuit is 
embarrassing. There are, of course, sub-headings in this 
index, but they are sparingly introduced. 

The present volume comprises parts 5, 6, and 7. Part 
5 is devoted to the statutory jurisdiction of the Chancery 
Division so far as it has not been dealt with in the 
previous volumes, except the jurisdiction as to winding 
up under the Companies Acts, which has been omitted 
on the ground that the forms of orders can occasion no 
difficulty to the practitioner, and that the law has been 
fully dealt with by text-writers of eminence. Part 6 
deals with “ rectifying and completing proceedings,” and 
part 7 contains ‘‘orders relating to procedure.’ The 
notes in this volume are many of them models of accurate 
conciseness ; we may instance as specially excellent in 
this respect the notes on the Lands Clauses Act. The 
notes on the Settled Estates Act are also very terse, 
practical, and compiete. Of the whole work we may say 
that the editors appear to have kept steadily before them 
the original design, and we think no one who has used 
the book will doubt that of all the editions of Seton this 
is the beet. 


BILLS OF COSTS. 

Precepents or Bitts or Costs. By Witriam Franx 
Summenuays, Solicitor,and Tuornron Tooacoop. Third 
Edition. Stevens & Sons. 

In the present edition the authors have supplied a 
deficiency, to which we drew attention in our notice of 
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the second edition, by inserting precedents of bills of 


costs on winding up a company. They have also added 
precedents of bills of costs in proceedings before the 
Privy Council, and on passing residuary and succes- 
sion accounts. The work is now very complete and 
will probably take its place as a necessary part of the 
solicitors’ library. 








General Correspondence. 


To Corresronpents.— All letters intended for publica- 
tion in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenti- 
cated by the name of the writer. The Editor cannot 
undertake to return MSS. forwarded to him. 


CONVEYANCING MONOPOLY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the editorial remarks in your issue 
of the 25th ult. on the subject of the conveyancing 
monopoly insisted on by the Corporation of London 
and the city companies, the following letter, which is 
recorded in the transactions of the Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne and Gateshead Law Society, may be of interest to 
those by whom the grievance alluded to is felt :— 


“ Town Clerk’s Office, Newcastle. 
** November 13, 1833. 

“To the Secretaries of the Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

and Gateshead Law Societies. 

** Dear Sirs,— Will you have the kindness to communi- 
cate to the profession that I have obtained the consent 
of the Common Council to omit in all future renewals of 
leases the clause which confines the preparation of 
assignments to the Town Clerk, and that with respect to 
the existing leases, I forego the benefit of that clause in 
favour of my professional brethren. 

**T remain, dear Sirs, 
“Yours very truly, 
** Joun Crayton.” 


I am happy to say that Mr. Clayton is one of the few 
survivors of a generation which has nearly passed away 
since he thus generously acknowledged the rights of his 
professional brethren to his own pecuniary disadvantage, 
and I have much pleasure in recalling an incident at 
once so graceful and characteristic. 

Tuos. Gxo. Gipson, 
Hon. Sec. of the Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Incorporated Law Society. 





THE COMMON LAW CAUSE LISTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Permit me to thank you for the extremely kind 
terms in which you speak of my pamphlet 
on the Cause Lists. Your article puts the main 
part of my argument into a clearer and more con- 
cise form than I was able to accomplish. Your 
criticisms are plainly fair, well considered, and forcible, 
and without expressing any opinion as to how far they 
should prevail, I will not fail to call the attention of my 
Official superior, Lord Coleridge, to them. I shall do so 
in accordance with my sole object in writing the 
pamphlet, which was that of submitting to the authori- 
ties and the legal profession any points in the subject of 
the lists which seemed to be material, with the view of 
supplying such aid as my experience as Associate enabled 
me to offer towards the final establishment, with general 
acceptance, of a proper system. 

T. W. Exe. 

Common Pleas Division, Westminster Hall, Nov. 6. 








THE BILLS OF SALE ACT, 1878. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Has the point ever been raised as to whether an 
assignment of part of a piece of leasehold land, subject 
to a proportionate part of the rent reserved in the lease, 
such assignment containing the usual cross powers of 
distress for securing payment of the rent, requires to be 
registered under section 6 of this Act ? 

The power would seem to ‘be given by one person to 
another person by way of security for a “ contingent 
debt.” A Svuxscriper. 

[No doubt, but has not our correspondent overlooked 
the subsequent: words of the section, ‘‘anp whereby any 
rent is received or made payable as a mode of providing 
for the payment of interest on such debt or advance” ? 
These words are inapplicable to the case he mentions.— 
Ep. S.J.] 





DIGEST OF LAW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The subject of this letter has frequently occupied 
your columns, and was submitted to the consideration of 
a Royal Commission in 1866. That commission was ap- 
pointed “to inquire into the expediency of a digest of 
law, and the best means of accomplishing that object, 
and of otherwise exhibiting in a compendious and acces- 
sible form the law as embodied in judicial decisions.” 

In their first report (May 13, 1867) the commissioners, 
after referring to the three great heads of the common 
law, the statute law, and ‘‘ the law embodied in, and to 
a great extent created by, judicial decisions and dicta,” 
and pointing out the evils arising ‘‘ from the extent and 
variety of the materials from which the existing law 
has to be ascertained,” say that ‘‘a digest, correctly 
framed, and revised from time to time, would go far to 
remedy” those evils, and they proceed :—“ For a digest 
(in the sense in which we understand the term to be used 
in your Majesty’s Commission, and in which we use it in 
this report) would be a condensed summary of the law 
as it exists, arranged in systematic order, under apprce 
priate titles and sub-divisions, and divided into distinct 
articles or propositions, which would be supported by 
references to the sources of law whence they were 
severally derived, and might be illustrated by citations 
of the principal instances in which the rules stated had 
been discussed or applied.” They then answer the first 
branch of the inquiry committed to them by reporting 
their opinion that a digest of law is expedient. 

As to the second branch of their inquiry, the com- 
missioners say :—‘‘ We do not desire to conceal that the 
task of forming such a digest as we contemplate would 
necessarily require a considerable expenditure of time 
and money, though we are strongly of opinion that the 
benefits that would result from it would amply com- 
pensate for any such expenditure. 

“We think it clear that a work of this nature (regard 
being had especially to the importance of its carrying 
with it the greatest weight) could not be accomplished 
by private enterprize, and that it must be executed by 
public authority, and at the national expense. 

‘* With respect to the means of accomplishing it, we 
have considered various plans. Any plan must, we 
think, involve the appointment of a commission or body 
for executing or superintending the execution of the 
work.” They ‘‘ recommend that a portion of the digest, 
sufficient in extent to be a fair specimen of the whole, 
should be in the first instance prepared, before your 
Majesty’s Government is committed to an expenditure 
which will be considerable, and which, when once begun, 
must continue for several years, if it is to be at all 
efficacious.” 

The commissioners continue: —‘* We are not authorized 
by the terms of your Majesty’s Commission to undertake 
the execution or direction of such a work, but we are of 
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opinion that it might be conveniently executed under 
our superintendence.” 

They further say :—“‘In the progress of the work... 
difficulties, not now foreseen in detail, will doubtless be 
encountered, and the best way to overcome them will be 
ascertained. The solution of questions which have 
already occurred to us will be attained, or at any rate 
promoted. Some of these questions are the following,— 
what is the best mode of dealing with statute law in the 
digest,—how should conflicting rules of law (if any), and 
doubts which have been authoritatively raised respecting 
particular cases or doctrines of law, be treated ?” 


The commissionérs, having obtained the sanction of the 
Government to the preparation of specimen digests and 
determined on three subjects for the purpose, issued in 
November, 1867 a circular letter to the four Inns of 
Court inviting competition for the several works; three 
gentlemen were selected and their specimens sent in to 
the commissioners, who subsequently made their second 
(and final) report May 11, 1870, in which they say :— 

“The gentlemen whose assistance we have had have 
laid before us materials of considerable value, and have 
enabled us to form conclusions as to the conduct of the 
entire work. 

“‘ But we think it unadvisable to continue any further 
this mode of proceeding.” 

They then, after pointing out that the proper exami- 
nation and revision of these materials would involve con- 
siderable further delay and expense, and that these speci- 
mens would have to be revised and perhaps re-cast when 
the time arrived for inserting them as portions of a com- 
plete work, say— 

“The experiment, however, has served a useful pur- 
pose. It has brought out very clearly the difficulties to 
be contended with, and the conditions under which the 
work must be executed ;”’ and afterwards continue—“ we 
are of opinion that the work of a general digest, based 
on a comprehensive plan, and with a uniform method, 
should be at once undertaken. 

“A complete digest cannot be executed without the 
assistance of the most highly-skilled persons whose ser- 
vices can be procured. The success of the work will 
depend on their efficiency. They must give to the 
undertaking the whole of their time and energy. And it 
is obviousthat the services of such persons, and undersuch 
conditions, cannot be obtained without the offer of per- 
manent employment and high remuneration.” 


They therefore reported their opinion that it was ex- 
pedient that a body of persons such as they had described, 
not exceeding three in number, should be constituted for 
executing the digest as a whole, being provided with the 
necessary means and assistance, and acting under such 
directions and control, either of a committee of her 
Majesty’s Privy Council, or otherwise, as to her Majesty 
should seem fit. 

From this report Mr. Justice Willes dissented, but 
inasmuch as he agreed that a first-rate modern digest of 
English law was to be desired (for professional use), and 
his objection was only that it would be the makeshift for 
a code, which he advocated, I think he may, for practical 
purposes, be considered really not to have differed from 
his brother commissioners, 


Several years being now elapsed since the date of the 
last of the reports referred to, I have thought it desirable 
to quote them in some detail, in order to show, in what 
appeared to me the best way, the commissioners’ views 
in favour of a digest, of the plan of the work, and of 
the difficulties of its execution, also their scheme for 
getting the work executed. 


Now, as the ultimate recommendations of the commis. 
sioners appear to have produced no direct result—and 
seem unlikely to produce any—and as there can scarcely 
be two opinions as to the desirability of a good digest, I 
wish, through your columns, to draw attention to the 
fact that, among the objects mentioned in the memoran- 
dum of association of the Council of Law Reporting, is 





‘the issue of subsidiary or other publications relating to 
legal subjects,” and to this further fact, that it appears 
from the anhual reports and financial statements circu. 
lated among the profession that the council have a con- 
siderable and increasing surplus, and I wish then to 
suggest (the suggestion may not be new, for the ques- 
tion of judiciously applying their surplus has evidently 
been before the council) that some of the fund could be 
very suitably applied to the execution of a digest, under 
the superintendence of the council or a select number of 
their body. The council would probably be able either 
to give it to their subscribers or to issue it to their sub. 
scribers for a small payment. 

I would desire to add that, in thus aiding in the great 
work of digesting the English law, there could be no 
necessity that the council should be pledged to undertake 
the whole work of a digest. If really the work begun 
and ended with a single volume on any one branch of 
our law it could not fail to be a boon to the profession. 

Temple. A. J. Woon. 








Cases of the deck. 


PrRAcTICE—APPEAL—SECURITY FOR Costs—PovVERTY OF 
AppeLLANT—Orp. 58, r. 15.—In a case of Cruse vy. Smith 
an application was made to the Court of Appeal, on the 3rd 
inst., that an appellant might be ordered to give security 
for the costs of his appeal. The appellant had been ordered 
by the court below to pay costs which it was sworn would 
amount, on taxation, to at least £70, but the taxation had 
not yet been completed. The ground of the application 
was that the appellant lived in lodgings, that his 
furniture was not worth more than £5, and that he was 
engaged in an employment for which he received wages 
amounting to 25s. a week. Hence, it was argued, he would 
be totally unable to pay the costs which he had been ordered 
to pay, or to pay the costs of the appeal if it should be 
unsuccessful. The court (Earl Carens, C., BAGGALLAY, and 
TuesiceEr, L.JJ.) refused the application. Earl Carrns, 
C., said that he could see no ground for the application. 
There was no evidence whether the appellant’s wages 
were his whole means of subsistence. There was no proof 
of his insolvency, or of his inability to pay the costs of the 
appeal, or even the costs which he had been already 
ordered to pay. If the court were to grant the application 
it would be proceeding merely on conjecture. BAGGALLAY 
L.J., said that, no doubt, the actual insolvency of an 
appellant or proof of his inability to pay costs was a special 
circumstance, anda very strong circumstance, which of itself 
was enough to entitle the respondent to security, unless its 
effect was removed by other circumstances. 


Practice -—— ApreaL — Security ror Costs — 
FOREIGNER RESIDING ABRroaD.—In a case of De Oleaga v. 
The West Cumberland Iron and Steel Company, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., application was made for 
an order that the plaintiff should give security for the 
costs of his appeal. He was a Spanish subject, domiciled 
and resident in Spain, but he had an office in Liverpool 
where he carried on business. There was no evidence 
whether he was in the habit of coming to England 
and staying there for any time. The court (Earl Carens, C., 
and Baccattay and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) ordered security to 
the amount of £50 to be given. 





PRacTICE—TRANSFER OF ActTioN—CocnaTE AcrTIONS 
—Costs oF Morion.—In a case of De Bergue v. De 
Bergue, an application was made to the Lord Chancellor 
on the 3rd inst. for a transfer to Malins, V.C., of an 
action which had been commenced before the Master of the 
Rolls, on the ground that a “ had been made by 
Malins, V.C., in a cognate action. e Lorp CHANCELLOR 
made the order for transfer, observing that the question 
was one of convenience, and that it was most convenient 
that cognate actions should be disposed of by the same 
judge. But his lordship refused to give the applicant any 
costs of the motion, on the ground that he had not, before 
making the motion, applied to the respondent to consent to 
the transfer. 
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PRACTICE—DIscOVERY—APPLICATION BY PLAINTIFF BE- 
yort Detrvery oF Statement or Derencze—Orp. 31, 
zr. 11, 12.—In a case of The Union Bank of London v. 
Manby, before the Court of Appeal on the 4th inst., the 
question arose whether an order for discovery by 8 de- 
fendant had heen properly made. before he had delivered 
his statement of defence. The action was brought by 
second mortgagees against the first mortgagee and the 
mortgagor for the redemption of the first mortgagee, and 
the foreclosure of the mortgagor. Immediately after the 
delivery of the statement of claim the plaintiffs moved for 
an order that the defendants should make the common 
affidavit of documents, and for production. Hall, V.C., 
wade the order, and the Court of Appeal (James, Bac- 
GALLAY, and THEsicER, L,JJ.) affirmed his decision. The 
case of Hancock v. Guerin (27 W.R. 112, LR. 4 Ex. D. 3) 
was relied upon by the appellant, but the court said that 
in such an action as that before them the issues to be tried 
were quite plain before the delivery of the statement of 
defence, and there was no reason why the discovery should 
not be given at once. 


ADMINISTRATION ACTION—APPLICATION BY CREDITOR TO 
INCREASE AMOUNT FOUND DUE TO HIM BY CERTIFICATE.—In 
a case of Re Metcalfe's Estate, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 4th inst., a sum had been found due by the chief clerk’s 
certificate to a creditor of the testator in the action (which 
was for the administration of the testator’s estate), and, 
on further consideration before Fry, J.,on April 9, an order 
was made for the raising and payment of the sum so found 
due. In June the creditor (who was the executor of another 
testator) presented a petition, alleging that since the hearing 
on further consideration he had discovered that a further sum 
was due to his testator for interest on the debt, and asking that 
this further sum might also be raised and paid to him. Fry, 
J., dismissed the petition, with costs, but the Court of Appeal 
(James, BaaGaLLAy, and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) held that the 
petitioner was entitled to the order which he asked. They 
treated the case as analogous to those in which a creditor 
who has omitted altogether to prove against an estate at the 
proper time has been allowed afterwards to come in and prove 
against funds remaining undistributed. 


Practice—D1scovERY—MEMBER OF Company —Costs— 
Orp. 31, rR. 4, 6, 10.—On the 5th inst. the Court of Appeal 
(Jesse, M.R., and Baccatiay and TueEsicer, L.JJ.) 
reversed the decision of Fry, J., in the case of Berkeley v. 
The Standard Discount Company (27 W. R. 835, L, R. 12 
Ch. D. 295, 23 Soricrrors’ Journat, 741). Under the provi- 
sion of rule 4 of order 81 that, when a party to an action is a 
joint stock company, “any opposite party may apply at cham- 
bers for an order allowing him to deliver interrogatories to 
any member or officer of such company, and an order may be 
made accordingly,” an order had been made giving the 
plaintiff liberty to deliver interrogatories for the examination 
of a Mr. Stirling, who was a member, but not an officer, of 
the defendant company, though he had formerly been a 
director. The interrogatories were delivered, and an 
affidavit in answer to them was prepared on Stirling’s 
behalf, but he refused to file it until he had been paid by 
the plaintiff his taxed costs of the affidavit. The plaintiff 
then took out a summons to compel Stirling to answer the 
interrogatories, and Fry, J., held that he could only be com- 
pelled to answer on payment of his taxed costs by the 
plaintiff. His lordship thought it was not reasonable that a 
mere member of the company should be compelled to make 
the discovery at his own expense, and that the case was 
governed by the analogy of a witness, subpoenaed in the 
ordinary way in an action, who is entitled to refuse to 
answer a his expenses have been paid. JxsseL, M.R., 
said that he could not recognize the propriety of the 
new practice which Fry, J., had attempted to introduce. 
There had been a long experience of the working of 
section 51 of the Common Law Procedure Act of 1854, 
which only differed from rule 4 of order 31 in that the 
latter extended to a member as well as an officer of a com- 
pany. When the company was a party to an action a 
member was really in the position, not of a witness, but of 
& party. A member was a partner or quasi-partner in the 
company, and, though, by reasonof a technical rule the mem- 
bers were not named on therecord, they were the real defend- 
ants to the action. The Master of the Rolls said that he 
was not disposed to lay down any rule which would fetter 


the discretion of any other judge, but his own practice was 
not to order a member of a company to answer interroga- 
tions, unless he was satisfied that there was no officer of 
the company who could give the discovery, and that the 
member could give it. It must be a member who had 
placed himself in such a position that he ought to answer 
as if he were an officer of the company. For instance, he 
might have been the chairman of the company during the 
whole of the transactions in question, and might have re. 
signed only the day before. The company were always 
served with notice of the application, and they had the 
greatest interest in having a proper person to answer, 
The usual practice was for the company’s solicitor to act 
for the member, and then he would charge the costs againat 
the company, and the member would incur no expense. 
His lordship did not wish to encourage the employment of 
a separate solicitor by the member in such a case. He 
had never heard the question raised whether such costg 
were costs in the action. They were taxed as a matter of 
course, and if the company were successful they got them 
as part of the costs of the action. The practice introduced 
by Fry, J., would bring back the mischief of the old 
system of making defendants for the mere purpose of dis- 
covery. Baccartay, L.J., was by no means so satisfied ag 
the Master of the Rolls was, that the member, if he acted 
independently of the company, would ever be able to get 
his costs. But, if he could not, this was a liability to 
which he was exposed by becoming a member of the com- 
pany. THEsiIcER, L.J., said that the rule was a mere ex- 
tension of section 51 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
and onght to be worked as that had been. It would not 
produce any injustice. It was clear that the examination 
was intended to be of a person who was an alter ego of the 
corporation which could not be examined. Under the 
Common Law Procedure Act the corporation alone wag 
represented ; the officer never appeared in any shape or way, 
and could make no application for costs. The corporation 
alone had any claim to costs. Consequently there could 
be no duplication of costs, which there would be if this 
new practice was allowed. 


Practice—Takixe Accounts—Covurt Fees—Orpzr or 
28TH oF OcroBER, 1875.—In a case of Armitage vy. El- 
worthy, before the Court of Appeal on the 5th inst., a ques- 
tion arose as to the amount of the court fees to be charged 
under the above rule. The action was an administration 
one, and the decree had directed an account to be taken of 
the receipts of the testator’s executors, and another account 
of the receipts of the trustees of the will. There were three 
trustees, two of whom were also the executors. The execu- 
tors in their account discharged themselves of the sums re- 
ceived by them mainly by means of payments made to the 
trustees, and the sums thus paid over to the trustees ap- 
peared in their account as receipts by them. In this way 
sums amounting altogether to £290,000 appeared as receipts 
in both accounts. The rule provides for the payment of a 
court fee of sixpence for every £50 found to have been 
received by executors, trustees, and others on taking their 
accounts, and the question was whether a double fee was 
payable in this case—i.e., a fea on the receipts by the execu- 
tors, and a fee on the receipts by the trustees. Fry, J., held 
that the double fee must be paid, and the Court of Appeal 
(Jesset, M.R., and Bagcattay and TuesicEr, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision, saying that the case fell literally 
within the words of the rule. There was the further ques- 
tion whether, when the trustees had placed sums of money 
on deposit at their bankers, and had afterwards withdrawn 
them, the withdrawals ought to be treated as receipts by the 
trustees, chargeable with the percentage. Both Fry, J., and 
the Court of Appeal held that the withdrawals ought to be 
so treated. Jxusset, M.R., said that the reason for making 
this new rule, which substituted a percentage on receipts for 
the old fee of £1 on the certificate, was this—that under 
the old practice the cost of the administrative business of 
the Court of Chancery was really borne by the Consolidated 
Fund instead of by the parties whose property was being 
administered. Therefore the percentage was introduced, 
which was a rough way of apportioning the costs, though no 
doubt it had the effect of making the rich estates pay for 
the poor ones. It would not have done to charge a per- 
centage on the net surplus realized, for then the insolvent 
estates would have paid nothing, and they were often the 





most troublesome to administer, 
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Sucteties. 


LIVERPOOL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool was held on Wednesday, in the offices 
of the Law Library, Union-court. Mr. Wm. Bartlett pre- 
sided, and there were also present Messrs. Stone, Jevons, 
T. E. Sampson, Gill, H. W. Collins, Thornely, Hughes, 
Lowndes, Dickinsen, Warr, J. B. Wilson, R. A. Payne, 
Morton, Eden, Squarey, Holden, H. L. Gregory, Alsop, 
Style, Bateson, Cleaver, H. Quinn, Quilliam, Dismore, 
Layton, Bird, James, Frodsham, Radcliffe, W. Smith, 
Keniov, Rutherford, J. J. Yates, Paget, and Bellringer. 

The report was taken as read. We hope to print it next 
week. 

The PRESIDENT, in moving the adoption of the report, 
gaid :—I think there are few of you who are in the habit of 
practising in the Chancery of Lancashire who will not 
sympathize with the committee in their desire to obtain 
increased official strength in the Liverpool District Regis- 
try, or who could not give frequent instances of delays 
which promise to rival those of the High Court of Chan- 
eery in its unreformed days. Ido not wish, nor do the 
committee, to speak in any other than the kindest language 
of the district registrar, whose ability and experience are 
of the highest order, but it is quite obvious that the work 
of the registry has grown beyond his strength and is 
still growing ; and while we may admire the ease with 
which, when at his chambers, he gets through as much of that 
work as any one man can possibly do, and far more than 
most men could, we must not, in the interests of our clients, 
relax our efforts to procure the appointment of an assistant 
or deputy registrar. With reference to the clerkship of the 
peace of the county, it is, [ venture to say, impossible to read 
the report of the Committee of Justices to the last annual ses- 
sion at Preston, and the documents set out in it, without 
eoming, however reluctantly we may do so, to the inevitable 
conclusion that that large and influential body of gentlemen 
—the justices of Lancashire—who should by virtue of their 
office be examples to others of a ready obedience to the law, 
have deliberately laid their heads together to try to frustrate 
the beneficial objects of an Act of Parliament for which they 
have no liking, notwithstanding that it was afterwards 
amended at their request, and this action has been taken in 
the teeth of the strong opposition of the Chancellor of the 
Duchy. To the minds of most reasonable men a provision 
in an Act of Parliament that rules shall be made for distri- 
buting the business of an office, previously held by one 
officer, among three officers, and for fixing the places where 
such officers are to live, plainly indicated the intention of 
the Legislature that such officers shall live in different places, 
and that each shall transact in such place such duties as may 
be assigned to him ; in fact, that there shall be what has been 
called a “territorial division ”’ of the duties of the clerk of 
the peace so far as such duties can be properly divided. Our 
letter to the Chancellor of the Duchy, who was good enough 
to consult us on the subject, shows to what a considerable 
extent those duties can be divided; but even the duties 
enumerated under the first three heads would furnish ample 
employment for deputy clerks of the peace at Liverpool and 
Manchester. And yet we had the justices stating to the 
Chancellor their opinion that it is neither possible nor 
advisable to divide the duties of the office, and that con- 
sequently if the deputy clerks of the peace resided elsewhere 
than in Preston they would in effect hold almost sinecure 
offices. It is somewhat significant that, although it is pro- 
vided by the Act of 1871 that the deputy clerks of the peace 
are to be paid such salaries as the justices may, with the 
approval of the Chancellor, determine—and the provision is 
not repealed by the amending Act of 1876, which merely pro- 
vides that the salaries of the deputy clerks shall be paid by 
the clerk of the peace out of his salary—yet the justices in 
their report avoid fixing the salaries of the deputy clerks, 
whom they apparently wish to reduce as nearly as possible 
to the position of managing clerks in a solicitor’s office. I 
cannot possibly believe that the Legislature passed two Acts 
of Parliament for the purpose of enabling the appointment of 
two such unimportant officials, and I hope that in the next 
seasion of Parliament the justices, if they act upon the ad- 
Viee of the Chancellor of the Duchy and attempt to procure 
further legislation upon the subject in the direction indi- 








cated in their report, will find themselves frustrated. Per- 
haps, however, the most generally interesting portion of 
our report is that which deals with the assize question. It 
is known to all of you that for years this society endea- 
voured to obtain for the Liverpool public the great boon of 
continuous sittings here of judges of the High Court, suc- 
ceeding each other at short intervals, so as to avoid the 
great evil of having ‘‘local” judges. Latterly, the com- 
mittee have limited their exertions to obtaining for Liver- 
pool four civil assizes each year, the number recommended 
by the Judicature Commissions in 1872 ; and when the Act 
of Parliament making four gaol deliveries in the year by the 
judge compulsory was passed, the committee did not antici- 
pate any difficulty in obtaining their more moderate 
demand. Since, I think, 1859 and up to 1877 we had, as 
you all know, three assizes per annum, which, although not 
originally meant to divide the year evenly, did in practice 

make a division into three not very unequal parts. View- 

ing that arrangement as one giving to Liverpool all the 
assize accommodation which she required, it must be re- 
garded as decidedly insufficient, but looking at it simply as 
@ provision of three assizes, it was perhaps on the whole 
the best which could have been made. Insufficient as the 
provision of assizes previously was, it was, however, better 
than what has been accorded to us this year, for we have had 
no assize between February and August—a period which 
I need not remind you includes the busiest portion of 
the legal year ; and assuming, as I think we very fairly may, 

that we are not to have an assize at the old time in Decem- 

ber, we shall have had this year only two in the twelve 
months. You will see that the committee have not left a 
stone unturned to obtain four assizes each year for the trial 

of civil causes; and, although we have not suczeeded, we 
cannot but feel that in putting forward in every likely 

quarter our views upon the subject, we have made substan- 
tial progress in gaining over to them members of Parliament 
and others in a position to help us, and have in all pro- 
bability greatly lightened the labours of our successors, who 
we are sure will uot fail to exert themselves to obtain what 
we have striven for. You will, doubtless, have read with 
pleasure the statement that our efforts to obtain a provisional 
entry of causes for trial in the county has so far succeeded 
that we won over the Attorney-General to our views, and 
induced him to embody them in a clause in a Government 
Bill. 

Mr. Sronz, in seconding the resolution, said he had hoped 
that they would have got to a better condition of things as 
regarded the trial of civil causes at the assizes; but as a 
matter of fact, they had got to a worse. Suitors were kept 
waiting for their causes to be heard for two consecutive 
periods of six months each; and that was a state of things 
which ought not to happen in a commercial town like Liver- 

ool. 

Mr. Hitt expressed the opinion that the action which the 
authorities were taking in the matter was simply abominable. 
Public convenience should be considered; but that was not 
the principle on which the bar, not to say higher authorities, 
had proceeded, 

Mr. I. Gru said he hoped they would receive the active 
support and help of the mercantile bodies of Liverpool. 

The report was adopted, and after the transaction of some 
other business the proceedings terminated. 








The term of the Supreme Court of the United States com. 
menced on the 13th of October. There are 821 cases on the 
docket. 

The Central Law Journal says that lottery speculations 
have received a severe blow in the opinion just issued from 
the office of the Assistant Attorney-General for the United 
States Post-Office Department. Its purport is that, accord- 
ing to the provisions of tho statutes, letters addressed to 
lottery companies, or to individuals as agents of such 
companies, are unmailable per se, and that postmasters must 
refuse to register such letters. There are said to be at least 
one hundred lottery schemes which hereafter will be cut off 
from the use of the Post-Office. They can neither send cir- 
culars, nor can letters to be sent by mail be addressed to 
them. It will now be held that the fact that the letter is 
addressed to a lottery company must be taken as furnishing 
sufficient evidence that it is a letter concerning a lottery, and 
therefore is unmailable. 
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Zaw Student’s Saournal. 


SUBJECTS FOR DISCUSSION BY LAW 
STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


We have had occasion before to comment on the importance 
of exercising care in the selection of suitable questions for 
discussion by the members of the numerous law students’ 
societies. We are quite aware of the difficulty of devising 
new matter for debate, but we should like to see one or two 
principles of selection more acted upon than they appear 


be. 

In the first place, societies should avoid very wide questions 
which cannot by possibility be thoroughly discussed. We 
remember, for instance, to have seen in the paper of an excel- 
lently conducted society the following question for discussion : 
+*Ig the tendency of modern times towards the obliteration 
of national distinctions in Europe?” If that society had 
sat continuously for a few weeks, perhaps some answer 
worth having might have been obtained; but the notion of 
answering such a question in an hour or two is somewhat 
absurd. 

Secondly, avoid the old stock subjects. We fervently 
hope we may not have to record any reference to the subject 
of primogeniture or the game laws. We suppose the in- 
terest of the question of “ whether competitive examinations 
are desirable”’ is perennial, but capital punishment might 
now be interred, and the venerable conclusion that * honesty 
is the best policy” need not, we think, again be im- 
peached. 

Thirdly, questions which involve the getting up of know- 
ledge which will be useful to the articled clerk in his profes- 
sion are obviously to be preferred to social or political 

uestions, And it tends, of course, to impart interest to 
the discussion if the legal question relates to some matter 
of the day. We have said before, and we say again, 
without intending to disparage other societies, that the legal 
ew discussed by the Birmingham Law Students’ 

jociety are usually models of appropriateness. We have 
no private knowledge of the society or any of its members, 
but it seems to us that, taking only the three last questions 
the discussion of which we have recorded, viz.—(1) the 
question in Boby v. Foster ; (2) the question in Household 
Insurance Company (27 W. R. 858); and (3) the question 
in Niboyet v. Niboyet (26 W. R. 683)—it would be difficult 
to find three better subjects for discussion. 


—__——’ 


LEGAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Mr. H. E. Barren, of 46, Lyndhurst-road, Peckham, S$.E., 
the hon. secretary of the Legal Correspondence Department 
of the United Law Students’ Society, desires to draw atten- 
tion to that department of the society. He says that 
* Although the ranks of legal correspondents are pretty 
extensive, still I constantly find that the department is 
unknown. The advantage to law students in becoming skil- 
ful in writing legal opinions is obvious; the art cannot be 

early practised. They acquire the useful habit of 
expressing themselves clearly and forcibly on Jegal points. 
The habit proves of service in the answering of examination 
questions. Three members recently obtained honours, One 
essential feature of the system is the bringing into amicable 
controversy both London and country law students. ‘They 
peruse one another’s opinions, and it is not improbable that 
their knowledge in this respect becomes augmented. A 
paper, just returned, has passed through London, Birming- 
ham, Newport, Bristol, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Lampeter, 
Canterbury, Hitchin, and Portsea. The opinions, respec- 
tively, are interestingly various. Many articled clerks 
decline to join on the ground that they have not read enough 
to be able to derive any advantage from the department. 
The result of my experience points in a contrary direction. 
Even if at first they refrain from writing opinions, the atten- 
tion bestowed in looking up the points cannot be otherwise 
than beneficial, and a text-book grows more familiar when 
in perusal a ‘land mark’ is met with in the shape of a 
knotty point which is remembered to have been keenly 
debated. I shall be happy to give any information to law 
students, and to heward them specimen papers for inspec- 
on ” 


—— 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The lectures on conveyancing, by Alan Stewart, Esq., 
barrister-at-law, commenced on Thursday last, and will be 
continued on successive Thursdays till December 11th. 

The course of lectures will embrace some or all of the fol- 
lowing subjects :—Joint tenancies and tenancies in common; 
reversions, remainders, and executory interests ; leasehold 
—landlord and tenant; marriage settlements—real and 
pemnent ; Voluntary settlements; mortgages; bills of 
sale. 

Students are recommended to study, in connection with 
these lectures, Mr. Joshua Williams’ books on Real and Per- 
sonal Property, and also the dissertations in Davidson’s 
Conveyancing. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
MicHAttmas ExaMInatTion, 1879. 


GENERAL Examination of StupEnTs of the Inns of Court, 
held at Lincoln’s Inn Hall, on the 20th, 2ist, 22nd, and 
28rd of October, 1879. 

The Council of Legal Education bave awarded to the fol- 
lowing Students Certificates that they have satisfactorily 
passed a Public Fxamination:—Abul Faz] Mohammad 
Abdur-Rahman, Edward Berger, Barada Das Bose, George 
Spencer Bower, Nathaniel Foderingham Briggs, Eldred 
John Brook-Smith, Robert Jardine Browning, John Fielden 
Cobbett, Eustace Conway, Frederick Augustus D’Arenberg, 
Benedictus D’Korte, Walter Morgan D’Saram, Harry Duff, 
Hugh Edward Egerton, Alfred Charles Richard Emden, 
Evelyn Leighton Fanshawe, Henry Alfred Harding Good- 
ridge, Richard Foulkes Griffiths, James Archibald Gordon 
Hamilton, Heary Sheehy Keating, George Alexander Leon, 
Benjamin James Leverson, Fitz Hardinge Robert Bayfield 
Liebenrood, John Thomas Meeson, Frederick Lancelot 
Hamilton Morrice, William Herbert Pardoe, Edward Pon- 
sonby, Fitzpatrick William Bulkley. Praed, Felton George 
Randolph, Arnold George Rogers, Sydney Henry Shadbolt, 
William Thornton Sharp, Charles John Syer Wilkinson, and 
Frederick Sims Williams, of the Inner Temple; William 
Atkinson Daniel, Edmund Robert Bartley Denniss, 
Vasudev Krishnarav Dhairyavan, Edgar Clement Dumble- 
ton, Frank Foster, Reginald Cunningham Glen, Robert 
Goddard, William Herbert Greaves, Samuel Robert Groom, 
Thomas Anstey Guthrie, Abdul Haleem, Joseph Turner 
Hutchinson, Arthur Robert Ingpen, Sidney Jerrold, Chester 
Jones, Abul Hosen Khan, Mark Knowles, John Lloyd, 
Julien Adrien Hilaire Louis, Henry Milton, Frederick 
George Riicker, Francis Robert Winn Sampson, Mabommed 
Serajuddin, Alfred William Stanfield, Joseph James Stans- 
feld, and Frederick Taylor, of the Middle Temple ; Archi- 
bald John Allen, Francis Alan Bower, George Earle Buckle, 
William Henley Chater, Josias Cunningham, John Ent- 
wistle, James Lysaght Finigan, Charles Frost Foster, 
William Coryton Graham, Harry Baird Hemming, Thomas 
Simpson Jones, Nicholas Algernon Mercer, Robert McKil- 
lian Routledge, Henry Shera, and Walter Sydney Sichel, of 
Lincolo’s-inn; and Theodore Le Gallais and Edward Rundle 
Levey, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 





The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law :—Reginald Brodie Dyke Acland, Herbert 
Percy Alleyne, William Herbert Booth, Moses Nathaniel 
Bottomley, Alfred Clayton Cole, Clement Kinloch Cooke, 
Cecil Henry Cranstoun Machell Cowper, Hanbury Davies, 
Saumarez De Havilland, Walter Russell Donogh, Arthur 
Lee Ellis, William Ellis Chute Ellis, Arthur Evans, Paul 
Henry Foley, George Francis Gregory, Vincent Walda 
Calmady Hamlyn, Edward William Hansell, William Dag- 
dale Harland, Alfred Edward Hippisley, John Muir Hunter, 
Frederick Willoughby Jones, Henry George Lefroy, Henry 
| John Hopwood Marlen, Ralph Staveley McKerrell, Sand- 
ford Moore, George Musgrave, Francis James Newton, 
Thomas Arthur Roberts, Charles Read Seymour, Bovill 
William Smith, Thomas Henry Yorke Trotter, Stanley 
John Weyman, and Robert Augustus Arthur Wright, of 
the Inner Temple; Charles William Black, Reginald Brett, 
R. Douglas Broadfoot, Arthur B. Catty, Malcolm P, Douglas, 
George Ennis, John Gibson Gartside, Henry Parkes Green- 
how, Henry Campbell Jenkins, Harry Norman Lachlan, 





Mark Louis, Paul Gregory Melitus, Arthar H. Moriarty, 
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Egerton Granville Bagot Phillimore, A. Downing Sceales, 
and Edmund Selous, of the Middle Temple; Joseph Coats- 
worth, Charles Lewis Coote, Ralph Hawtrey Deane, Charles 
Alexander Harris, George Frederick Hart, Honry Charlton 
Hawkins, Harry Johnson, Edward William Jones, Paul 
Ogden Lawrence, George Thomas John Millar, John Baron 
Moyle, Lorence Ralph Ryland, Arthur Sharood, and Alfred 
John Simpson, of Lincoln’s-inn ; and Henry Albert Aleazar, 
Hugh William Eloum, Godfrey Werge Fardell, William 
Elliott Lewis, and Henry Charles Richards, of Gray’s -inn, 
Esqs. 

" By Order of the Council, 

(Signed) 8. H. Watroxe, Chairman. 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 1. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of the above society at Clement’s-inn Hall 
on Wednesday last the following formed the subject for 
discussion :—“ That Afghanistan should be annexed.” Mr. 
Abdal Rahman opened in the negative, and was followed 
in the same line by Messrs. A. D. Maclaren, R. T. D. 
Acland, P. 8. Blackwell, and R. G. Templer. Messrs. C. 
Kains-Jackson and A. Derry supported the motion. Mr. 
A. Rahman having replied, and the chairman (Mr. W. 
Dowson) having summed up, the motion was put to the 
vote, and lost by a majority of four. On Wednesday next 
the subject for debate is: “That in all schools supported 
by the State the education should be of a purely secular 
character.” Mr. Shirley Shirley will open, and N. F. 
Synot and E. F. Spence will also speak on the motion. On 
Monday, the 10th inst., a moot will be discussed at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, at half-past seven p.m., 
viz., “Is a sale in a shop in the city of London To theshop- 
keeper entitled to the privileges of market overt, the goods 
sold being those in which the shopkeeper ordinarily deals ? ” 





MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 


A special and general meeting of this society was held on 
Tuesday, the 28th of October, 1879, at the Law Library, Cross- 
street, Manchester. At the special meeting the chair was 
taken by Mr. Atkins, solicitor, Manchester. Mr. Walter 
Slater, the retiring secretary, read the report of the committee 
for the preceding year, which was duly approved. The 
treasurer's report was also duly passed. Mr. T. W. Millar, 
serving articles with the firm of Messrs. W. C. Chew & 
Sons, proposed by Mr. Walter Slater, seconded by Mr. 
Norton, was unanimously elected to the office of hon. sec- 
retary for the ensuing year, and Mr. C. Marshall, serving 
articles with the firm of Messrs. Rowley, Page, & 
Rowley, proposed by Mr. Millar, seconded by Mr. Innes, 
to the office of hon. treasurer. Messrs. Hardman, Hayle, 
Hodgkinson, Norton, and Sykes were, after a contest, elected 
members of the committee. J. W. Addleshaw, Esq., solici- 
tor, Manchester, then took the chair, and eight new mem- 
bers, namely, Messrs. Welsb, Wilson, Hawkins, Rayner, 
McQuade, Butcher, Winson, and Price, having been pro- 
posed and seconded, were added to the society. Afterwards 
an address was delivered to the members of the society and 
many friends by R. M. Pankhurst, Esq., LL.D., upon the 
“Study and Practice of the Profession,” in the course of 
which the lecturer was frequently applauded. A hearty 
vote of thanks to the lecturer and chairman brought the 
meeting toa close. A donation of five guineas per annum 
was kindly presented to the society by Mr. Addleshaw, and 
da'y acknowledged by the secretary. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held in the Law Library, 
Bennett’s-hill, on Thursday evening, November 4, W. E. 
Ball, Esq., barrister-at-law, in the chair. After the disposal 
of special business, a debate took place upon the following 
moot point :—“ Can an English court exercise jurisdiction in 
matters matrimonial when the parties reside, but are not 
domiciled, in this country ?"—20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, as, 27, 31; 
Niboyet v. Niboyet (26 W. PR. 683,27 W.R. 203, L. R. 3 
P.D. 52, L. R. 4 P. D. 1, and cases there cited) ; Firebrace 
v. Firebrace (26 W. ht. 617, L. R. 4 P. D. 63, and cases 


there cited) ; Article No. IV. in Law Magazine and Review, 
May, 1879; Article in Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, June 28, 1879, 
p. 676. Thé speakers in the affirmative were Messrs Bayley, 
Phillips, and Hayes, and in the negative Messrs, Edwards, 
Barrows, Crockford, and Samuel. After a summing up by 
the chairman, the question was put to the vote and carried 
in the affirmative. A vote of thanks to the chairman con- 
cluded the meeting. 








VICE-CHANCELLOR MALINS. 


On Tuesday Vice-Chancellor Malins took his seat for the 
first time since his recent accident. His lordship was able, 
with the assistance of a rail which has been temporarily 
erected, to make his way to the judge’s chair. The court 
was crowded in all parts by members of both branches of the 
profession, and the applause raised throughout the court, 
which was of the most enthusiastic description, testified to 
the general esteem in which his lordship is held. Upon 
silence being restored, 

Mr. GuassE, Q.C., addressed his lordship in these terms :—- 
My lord, before the commencement of business I propose, 
on behalf of the bar and legal profession generally, to say a 
few words to you. They will be simple words of congratula- 
tion, because words of praise, my lord, would be wrong when 
addressed to a judge who we hope will long continue among 
us. I wish to say, on behalf of the bar, with the utmost 
regard and affection for your lordship, that we sincerely hope 
you will be able to continue your valuable services to the 
country for many years to come. 

The Vicre-CHANCELLOR, who spoke under deep emotion, said: 
—Mr. Glasse, I cannot but feel highly gratified at the few 
words which have fallen from you on behalf of the bar and 
of the profession generally. I have had great anxiety during 
my illness from the doubt which existed whether I should 
remain crippled for life, or whether I should ever be well enough 
to fulfil again my duties in this court. I am happy to say 
now that I am so far restored in my health that I anticipate, 
if not in a few weeks, at all events in a few months, that 
my movements will be as free as those of other men, though, 
perhaps, I may not be quite so vigorous as I formerly was, 
With regard to the profession, Ihave received from the bar, 
from solicitors, and, indeed, from every branch of 
the profession the utmost kindness, and expressions 
of affection to an extent which, knowing as I do, 
the imperfect manner in which my duties have been 
performed, I had no notion existed towards me. My illness, 
at all events, has brought with it the advantage of proving to 
what extent I have won the esteem of the profession. That I 
may retain my health and be enabled to fulfil my present 
duties is my most anxious desire ; and it is a matter of 
the most perfect gratification that, after all the anxieties I 
have had during the period of my illness, I find myself here 
once again. I have always received from the bar the most 
kind support and assistance, without which it would have 
been impossible for me to get through the mass of business 
which there has always been in this court, I may say from 
the first day that I took my seat as a judge. I hope that 
the same kind sympathy which Mr. Glasse has been the 
medium of expressing to-day will be continued to me for 
the few years longer during which I shall be called upon to 
discharge these duties. His lordship then stated that he 
should adopt for the future the old rule of the court, which 
had been always pursued by bis predecessor the Vice-Chan- 
cellor of England, of holding the sittings of the court 
during five hours daily, and up to Christmas next he should 
— the sittings at half-past ten and rise at half-past 
three, 





The London Gazette of Tuesday contains a declaration 
between the British and French Governments prolonging 
for a period of six months the duration of the existing treaties 
of commerce and navigation betweon Great Britain an@ 
eee which would otherwise have expired on December 
31. 


The Virginia Law Journal states that at one of the 
examinations for admission to the bar, the question, ‘* What 
is the rule in Shel/ey’s case?”’ was asked. Ono of the 
class answered, “The rule in Shelley's case is the same 





asinany other man’s case- The law is no respecter of 
persons.” 
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Appuinturents, Ete. 


Mr. Nicnotas Gustave BestEL, Jate a Paisne Judge of the 
Supreme Court of the colony of Mauritius, has received the 
honour of Knighthood. Sir N. Bestel was called to the bar 
at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1851. He was 
appointed senior district magistrate of Port Louis, Mau- 
ritius, in 1854, and a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court in 
1855. 

Mr. Joun Burton, solicitor, of 15, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet- 
street, and of Tunbridge Welle, has been appointed Deputy 
Coroner for the Tunbridge Division of the county of Kent. 
Mr. Burton was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 

Mr. Hvucn Cowrie, barrister, who has been appointed 
Prosecuting Counsel to the Post Office at the Central Criminal 
Court, in succession to Mr, William James Metcalfe, Q.C., 
was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated as a wrangler in1851. He was called to the bar 
at Gray’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1862, and he practises on the 
South-Eastern Circuit. He was appointed recorder of the 
boroughs of Malden and Saffron Walden in 1873, and chan- 
cellor of the diocese of Durham in 1874, and he recently 
acted as secretary to the Royal Commission on the Criminal 
Code Bill. 

Mr. WILLIAM Martin FLEGG, solicitor, of 11, Hill’s-place, 
Oxford-street, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
taking Affidavits in the Supreme Court of the Colony of 
Sonth Australia. _ 

Mr. Joun ComptTon Lawrance, Q.C., has been elected a 
Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Louris LoraneeEr, Q.C., has been appointed Attorney- 
General of the Province of Quebec in the new Administra- 
tion. Mr. Loranger is a member of the Legislative 
Assembly, and a Queen’s Counsel for the proviuce. 

Mr. Cuaries Packer, Chief Justice of Barbados, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. Sir C. Packer was born 
in 1808. He is a graduate of Trinity College, Cambridge, 
and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary 
Term, 1841. He is apyointed Solicitor-General of Bar- 
bados in 1847, Escheator-General for the colony in 1859, 
Speaker of the House of Assembly in 1868, and Chief 
Justice in 1874. 

Mr. James SHIeEt, barrister, has been appointed a Police 
Magistrate for the Metropolis, in succession to Mr. Edmund 
Humphrey Woolrych, resigned. Mr. Shiel was called to 
the bar at Gray’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1852, and is a 
member of the Northern Circuit, having practised also at 
the Preston Sessions, and the Liverpool Court of Passage. 

Mr. Aponpuus FrepericK WILLIAM STEPHENS, solicitor 
{of the firm of Stephens & Son), of Chatham, Rochester, and 
Strood, has been elected High Constable for the Manor of 
Chatham for the ensuing year. Mr. Stephens was admitted 
afsolicitor in 1870, and isin partnership with his father, 
Mr. Matthew Spray Stephens. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 
Joun Samuet Brapsrock and Epwarp GOoLpRING, 
solicitors, Cinderford and Coleford (Bradstock & Goldring), 
June 1, 1879. (Gazette, October 31.) 
LioneLt BarneD Moztey and Ernest CaRkTWRIGHT 
SrEAVENSON, solicitors, 72 and 73, Gracechurch-street, 
London (Lionel Barned Mozley will carry on business in 
his own name at 26, Philpot-lane; Ernest Cartwright 
Steavenson will carry on busiress at 72 and 73, Grace- 
church-street). September 5, 1879. (Gazette, October 31.) 





At the recent municipal election at Maidstone, the 
Liberal nominations in two of the wards were handed in at 
the town clerk’s office by the Liberal agent instead of the 
candidates themselves or their nominators or seconders, 
as required by the 3rd clause of the Ist section of the 
Municipal Elections Act. The Conservative candidates 
appealed on Friday week to the mayor, who referred 
the point to the recorder of the borough, Mr. S. Prentice, 
Q.C. That gentleman has decided that the Liberal nomi- 
nation papers were invalid, and two Conservatives conse- 





Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock ComPANIEs, 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 


ANGLO-VirGINIAN FrgenOLD LAND Company, Limirep.—Petition for 
winding up presented Sept 19, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon 
on Nov 8. Philpott, Guildhall chambers, solicitor for the petitioners 
Bittinestey Cottiery Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up 
presented Oct 6, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on Nov 8. 
Godden, Lime st, agent for Murly and Sons, Bristol, solicitors for the 
petitioner 
Lonpon AND Patatine Fire Insurance Company, Lrmrtep.—By an 
order made by Bowen, J., dated Oct 22, it was ordered that the com- 
pany be wound op. Evborough and Dean, Queen Victoria st, soli- 
citors for the petitioning creditor 
Mipianp Horst, BrrauineuaM, Limtrep.—Petition for winding up pre- 
sented Oct 2/, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Nov 8. Pearce 
and Sons, Giltspur st, ageuts fur Wilkinson and Gillespie, solicitors 
for the petitioners 
WartersipE Fire Cray Company, Liurrep —Petition for winding up 
presented Oct 29, airected to be heard before the M.R. on Nov 8. 
Tilleard and Co, solicitors for the petitioner. 

[ Gazette, Oct. 31. 


ANGLO-ViRGINIAN FREEHOLD Lanp Company, Limrrep.—Petition fcr 
winding up, presented Oct 30, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins 
on Nov 14, Beal, Queen Victoria street, solicitor for the petitioners 
Brynxmatt Covrrerizs, Lrmirep.—The M.R. has, by an order dated 
May 26, appointed Charles fitch Kemp, 8, Walbrcok, to be official 
liquidator 
CuatTestey Iron Company, LimitTEp.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts and claims, to Henry Julius Leppoe, John Hopkinson, 
and Joseph Ren-haw Wain, Pinnox Offices, T'anstall, Staffordshire. 
* an 19 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 
Nationat Corree Patace Company, Limirep.—Credit*rs are required, 
on or before Dec 1, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts and claims, to James Waddell, 11, Queen 
Victoria street. Dec 20, at 12, is appeinted for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims 
TYNEMOUTH AQUARIUM AND WINTER GarpDEN Company, LmowrreD.— 
Petition ter winding up presented Oct 29, directed to be heard before 
V.C. Hall on Nov 14. Hemsley aud Hemsley, Albany, Piccadilly, 
soliciters for the petitioners 
Western District Bank, Limirep.—The M.R has fixed Nov 13, at 
12, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
{ Gazette, Nov. 4.} 


County PAtaTINE oF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
WHOLESALE Srores, Liuitep.—Petition for winding up presented 
Oct 18, directed to de h-ard before the V.C. of the Duchy on Nov 10 
at6, Stone buildings, at 10.30. Hulme and Co, Manchester, soli- 


citors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, Oct. 51.] 








ore 
Obituarp. 
MR. EDWIN FORCE. 

Mr. Edwin Force, solicitor, notary, and proctor, of 
Exeter, died at his residence, Southlands, Heavitree, on the 
27th ult., after a somewhat long illness. Mr. Force was 
admitted a solicitor in 1836, and had ever since practised at 
Exeter. He was a notary public, a perpetual commissioner 
for Devonshire and Cornwall, a commissioner to administer 
oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, and also a com- 
missioner for affidavits in the Irish courts. In 1844 he was 
elected clerk to the commissioners of property and income- 
tax for the city of Exeter, and in 1870 he was appointed by 
Bishop Philpotts registrar of the diocesan and consistorial 
court, and he held both those offices until his death. Since 
1869 he had also been chapter-clerk of Exeter Cathedral 
jointly with Mr. William John Battishill, with whom he was 
at that timein partnership. Mr. Force was a town councillor 
for St. Mary Major Ward from 1847 till 1862. He was 
several times under-sheriff for the city, and was elected an 
alderman in 1863 and sheriff in 1866. He was a liberal 
supporter of all charitable and educational institutions in the 
city and diocese. He was for over forty years secretary to 
the Exeter and Cornwall Hospital, and he was treasurer of 
the Exeter Central Schools and honorary secretary to the 
Exeter Training College. He was also one of the founders of 
the Exeter Soup-Kitchen Society and of the Diocesan Board 
of Education. Mr. Force had suffered for three years from 
asthma and heart disease, and his strength had for a long 
time beeu failing. 





== 








quently enter the council unopposed, 
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SIR EVELYN WOOD. 


Os Saturday Sir Evelyn Wood, V.C., K.C.B., barrister-at- 
law, was entertained at dinner by members of the bar in the 
hall of the Middle Temple. Sir Evelyn was called to the 
bar in Easter Term, 1874, shortly after his return from the 
Ashantee war. The chair was filled by the Attorney-General, 
who was supported by the Lord Chancellor, Lord Hatherley, 
the Hon. Sir H. Keppel, G.C.B., Admiral of the Fleet, Lord 
Chief Baron Kelly, Lord Justice James, Lord Justice Thesiger’ 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon, Mr. Justice Manisty, Mr. Justice 
Lindley, Mr. Justice Denman, Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, and 
the Solicitor-General. Nine other members of the bench who 
were engaged elsewhere on public business sent letters 
expressing their regret at being unable to attend. 

After the usual toasts, the Attorney-General proposed the 
health of the guest of the evening. 


Sir Evetyn Woop, in the course of the reply, said: —There 

have been many instances where our professions have been com- 
bined. If we exclude Odo—and it is difficult to say whether 
he rose to the Chief Justiceship from his piety as a priest 
or efficiency as a soldier, or from his Royal hirth—the most 
remote case is that of Lord Chief Justice Despencer, who 
fell at the Battle of Lewes. Lord Chancel!or Cowper 
raised dragoons for William III., and Lord Erskine, who 
began life as a midshipman, later entered the amy. Thus 
far I have been his humble imitator, but here, I fear, the 
parallel will end, though the coincidence remains that he first 
studied law under Wood and Buller, both afterwards judges. 
Even lately the ranks of the chancellors have been reinforced 
from those of fighting men, To this assembly I need scarcely 
recall how one of the victors at Copenhagen rose to the wool- 
sack and left sons distinguished in each profession. The 
lawyer-soldiers have nearly always been on the side of liberty, 
but Liberty herself has since become identified with England, 
and the wearer of the crown has so happily blended her 
majesty with that of the law, and her heart with those of the 
people, that all three powers are likely to remain in irresistible 
unity. When England, threatened with invasion, called for 
volunteers, the “Inns of Court,’ with Erskine as their 
colonel, were the first torespond tothe call. It is pleasant to 
reflect that the spirit which animated our forefathers is not 
extinct, and that in the “ Devil’s Own” we have a corps 
as ready as it is able to contest all debateable fields ; and that | 
its smartness and efficiency, which were remarkable when I 
first saw the battalion, under Major Chitty, at Aldershot 
Many years ago, are never likely to decline while it is 
directed by the genius and spirit of that ornament to both 
his professions, Colonel Bulwer, Q.C., M.P. 


In reply to the toast of “‘The Judges,” the Lorp CHAn- 
CELLORsaid, —I desire on behalf of the judical bench to express 
the pleasure which we who have grown old in the law 
experience in witnessing the career of one who, in the time 
of peace, has shown his appreciation of our profession by be- 
coming a member of it, and who in time of war has, by his 
daring, by his energy, by his wisdom in dealing with men 
and with circumstances, and, above all, by his frank, bis 
generous, and I will add humane spirit, added another name 
to the catalogue of England’s heroes, and who has to-night 
shown that, although, according to the old legal maxim, 
“* the law is silent in the midst of arms,” yet the lawyer and 
the soldier combined can, after arms have been laid aside, 
speak with the eloquence which befits the one and the vigour 
which characterizes the other. Speaking on behalf of the 
bench, I desire to record also their satisfaction that all this 
can be said, and said with perfect truth, of one who is 
related so closely to him whom I see sitting near me, my 
noble and learned friend, himself so long and so conspicuous 
an ornament to the English Bench, and who while an oc- 
cupant of that bench was respected and beloved by his col- 
leagues and by every member of the bar, who like myself, 
has had the pleasure of practising before bim. 


Mr. Kay, Q.C., proposed ‘‘The House of Lords,” 
coupled with the name of Lord Hatherley. 


Lord Haruertey, who on rising to respond was much 
affected by the warmth of the reception which greeted him, 
said that he felt quite unable to respond, for his feelings 
had been stirred to their deepest source by what had taken- 
place with regard to his beloved nephew. It would beun- 
becoming in him to add anything to the eulogiums which 
had been so freely bestowed; but it might be useful to 


——. 





the arduous occupations which had engaged his relative’s 
attention in South Africa, he had never forgotten the claim 
on bis affection and interest of bis home, for during hig 
year and a halt’s absence he had found time to write 450 
letters, which he (Lord Hatherley) had had the satisfaction 
of perusing. 

Mr. Skinner, Q.C., proposed “ The House of Commons,” 
which was briefly acknowledged by the Solicitor-General 

Mr. Forsyru, Q.C., proposed “ The Irish Bench ang 
Bar.” 

Mr. Justice FrrzGerap responded. 

Mr. Currry, Q.C., proposed “ The Benchers of the Middle 
Temple,” who had unanimously voted the use of their 
noble hall for the purpose of the entertainment, 

Mr. Josepu Browy, treasurer of the Middle Temple, re- 
sponded, expressing the great pleasure which the benchers 
had felt in turning the hall to such good account, and re. 
minding the company that 300 years since, in the reign of 
Queen Elizabeth, a similar complimentary banquet had 
been celebrated within its walls to do honour to Drake on 
returning from his famous voyage of circumnavigation. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Before Lord Conzriner, C.J., and Grove and Lopes, JJ.) 
Nov. 3.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 

M’Leod moved for a rule calling on a solicitor to show 
cause why he should not be struck off the roll. He was 
instructed that the a pg of a company had handed to 
the solicitor £900 and £1,349, which sums were to be paid 
by him to the creditors of the companies. The solicitor 
paid £250, but as far as was known this was the only sum 
which he had paid. 

Tue Court granted a rule nist. 


ee 


(Before Grove and Lopgs, JJ.) 
Nov. 5.—JIn the Matter of a Solicitor. 

Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, 
moved for a rule calling upon a solicitor to show cause why 
he should not be struck off the roll. The ground was that 
on the 9th of October last the solicitor was tried and con- 
victed at the quarter sessions at Birmingham for obtaining 
money by false pretences, and sentenced to three months’ 
imprisonment with hard labour. 

Rule nisi granted. 





County Courts. 


ASHFORD. 
(Before G. Russext, Esq., Judge.) 
Oct. 25.— Ashford Fire Engine Association v. Richardson. 
Charges for services of volunteer fire brigade. 

This was an action brought by the Ashford Fire Engine 
Association nominally against a farmer named Richardson, 
but really against the Kent Fire Insurance Company. 

The case was tried on August 16, and the learned judge 
reserved his decision. 
D. Kingsford appeared for the association. 

Winch, for the Kent Insurance Company. 

The facts were as follows:—On August 23, 1878, a 
telegram was sent to the manager of the fire brigade by 
Richardson, who lives at a place called Sellindge, distant 
about eight miles from Ashford, to the effect that a stack 
was on fire in his rick-yard, and requesting the brigade to 
come at once. The brigade proceeded to the place with 
their steam fire engine, and were at work there nine hours, 
when the fire being supposed to be extinguished they re- 
turned. On August 27 the brigade was again summoned b 

a telegram from Richardson, telling them that a stac 

which they had turned on the 23rd was now on fire, and re- 





some of the young men present to state that in the midst of 


questing the brigade to come. The steam fire engine was 
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age octrns 

in taken over, and was at work seven hours. On August 
99 there was a summons once more from Richardson, another 
tack being on fire. On this third occasion the steam en- 
ine was actually at work fourteen hours. It was proved 
that if the brigade had taken their manual engine to the 
fre about thirty men would have been required to pump, 
and the cost for pumping at the three fires would have been 
about £33, exclusive of refreshments, and use of manual 


e. 
me bill of £41 152. 6d. was sent in to Richardson for the 
expenses of attending the three fires, and he, being ingured 
inthe Kent Fire Office, referred the bill to them. The 
fre office declined to pay anything for the use of the 
engine, although they were willing to pay the cost of trans- 
porting it to and from the fire. Accordingly the action 
was brought to recover the sum of £41 15s. 6d. The de- 
fendant paid £26 Os. 6d. into court. 

The insurance office, it appeared, subscribed £5 a-year to 
the brigade, although Richardson was not a subscriber. 
The secretary, stated that the subscriptions were not ade- 
quate to keep up the brigade, and consequently a charge 
bad to be made for the use of the engine, although the 
members were volunteers, and gave their services for 
nothing. There was a debt of £300 on the steam fire 
engine, for which the members were responsible. 

His Honour said, in delivering judgment, the defendant 
has paid into court £26 Os. 6d. to meet the personal costs 
out of pocket of the plaintiffs in respect of the services 
rendered. ‘he plaintiffs style themselves ‘‘The Ashford 
Fire Engine Association,’ but they admit themselves to be, 
and are well known to be, a volunteer fire brigade. It is 
contended on the part of the defendant that the telegrams 
were @ notice merely to the p!aintiffs of the fire, and a re- 
quest of their attendance on the terms on which they held 
themselves out to the public as a volunteer fire brigade. 
It is contended, on the other hand, for the plaintiffs that 
they never held themselves out as volunteers to the public, 
and were only volunteers inasmuch as they gave their own 
personal services for nothing, and that their services having 
been sought by the defendant, they are entitled to make 
a reasonable charge for those services. It appears that 
the association held themselves out as a volanteer fire 
brigade, and as such solicited and received subscriptions 
from the public. I am ata loss toappreciate the distinction 
which the association seek to establish between their 
personal services and those of their engine, unless they had 
taken steps to make that distinction known to the public, 

which does not appear to be the case. It is as though a 
surgeon were to hold himself out as performing operations 
gratis, and then, having amputated a limb, to send in a 
charge for wear and tear and cost of instruments, I am 
of opinion that the defendant invited the assistance of the 
association in that capacity in which they held themselves 
out to the public, namely, as a volunteer fire brigade, 
soliciting and receiving subscriptions from the public to 
enable them to volunteer their services, and that as such 
they are not entitled to recover. It is argued onthe part of 
the plaintiffs that the defendant, having paid into court 
the amount of the personal expenses of the plaintiffs out 
of pocket, they are at least entitled to recover for the wear 
and tear of the engine and appliances. But itis not shown 
that any expense was incurred in respect of such wear and 
tear, nor is it necessary that I should hold that there was 
any liability on the defendant to pay the amount which he 
has paid into court. Considering the whole circumstances 
of the case, whilst my judgment must be a judgments for 
the defendant, I will make no order as to costs. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, J. D. Norwood, Ashford. 

Solicitor for the defendant, F. Scudamore, Maidstone. 








A dinner was given last month at Perth to Sheriff Barclay 
on the occasion of his completing his fiftieth year of service 
as a Sheriff-Substitute, 


_Perrect Dariicnt.—Cuappvis’ REFLECTORS supersede gas in di;- 
time, and improve natural daylight. They can be adapted to any 
window, fantight, skylight, arsalight, &c., wherever natural light is im- 
peded owing to the bad construction of premises, or the proximity of 
Walls or buildings. ‘They will be found to promote health, comfort, and 
economy. They can also be used as screens or blinds, and at the same 
time they act as daylight diffusers. More than 30,000 are in use in 
London alone, For prospectuses, address two stamps to 8, J. Cuarruts, 
patentee and manufacturer, 69, Fleet-street, Londor. [Advertisemunt.] 


Crevitors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY... 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


HETHERINGTON, Mary, Barrow-in-Farnes. Dec 5. Glais:er vy, Lawson, 
V.C. Bacon. Taylor, Barrow_in-Furness 
(Gazette, Oct. 31.] 


Apams, Cuantes Joun, Stockton, Architect. Jan 1. Graham y¥,- 
Settle, V.C. Hall. Dodds, Stockton-on-Tees 

BuRRELL, ADoLPHUs CHARLES, Piccadilly, Tailor. Dec 1. Stevenson 
v. Burrell, M.R. Rogers, Leadenhall st 

FropsHam, Writiam Catvert, Liverpool, Gent. Dec 4. Frodsham v. 
Frodsham, M R. Johnson, Liverpool 

Lepicotr, Janet Mary Cotvin Smita, Warsill st, Battersea Park. 
_ 29. Vibert v. Burroughs, Fry, J. Emmott, Budge row, Cannon 
§ 

LovisonD, BenJamrn, Bridgewater, Esq. Nov 29. Upham vy. Sull: 
Fry,J. Barham, Bridgewater 7 ag ” 

RoerTLepce, THomas Epwaxp, Finsbury sq, Esq. Janl. Grakam v.- 
Ruttledge, V.C. Ha!l. Woodard, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st 

[ Guzette, Nov. 4.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Apams, CuaRLes, Barrowfield Jane, Lower Edmonton, Nurseryman; 
Dec!. Perry, Guildhall-chambers 

—a, Marrna, Stacksteads, Lancaster. Decl. Roberts, Roch- 

ale 

Bunker, Mary, Lewisham, Kent. Decl. Hoghes, Lewisham 

be Cetto, Baron Avauste, Hill st, Berkeley sq. Nov 29. Walker 
and Co, Theubaild’s rd, Gray’s-inn 

CLEMeNceE, JouN Deptford, Kent, Geant. Dec9. Arthy, Rochford 

go Tuomas, Buckiand, Surrey, Labourer. April 30. Head, 

igate 

Frovup, Mary, Norwood, Surrey. Decl, Kempster, Lower Kenning- 
ton Jane 

Hicuam, Peter, Pendlebury, Lancaster, Underlooker at a Colliery. 
Dec 1. Richardson and Marshall, Bolton 

Lacuna, Don Raraet Manta Basconzs yx, Seville, Spain, Merchant 
Dec 5. Montagu, Buck'ersbury 

Lane, Jane Exizazeta, Totaes, Devon. Lane, Camden Park-rd 

LENNARD, CLARA, Nottingham. Dec 31. Shaw, Derby 

LENNARD, JOHN, Nottingham, Gent. Dec3l. shaw, Derby 

Lewis, Tuomas Joun, Crawford st, Marylebone, Licensed Victvaller, 
Dec 1 Child, Paui’s Bakchouse-ct, Doctors’-commons 


Licutroot, WILLIAM, Montford p], Lambeth, Gent. Nov 17. Hud- 
son, Furnival’s-ion 

Lone, Emma Tytyty, Madehurst Lodge, Sussex. Dee 4. Davidson 
and Co, Spring-gardens 

Pirrs, Tuomas, Hazelrigg rd, Clapham, Gent. Dec 1. Todd and 
Dennis, Chancery lane 

SipesotHim, Epmunp Circe, Old Trafford, ne Manchester. Dec 2. 
Stevenson and Co, Manchester 

Srmpsoy, ALEXANDER, New Cross, Kent, Esq. Dec 21. Masterman 


and Co, New Bread st 
=, Ricard, Worcester, Plumber. 
r 
Vacances, Acyes ANN, High st, Kingsland. Dec 15. 
croft rd, Clapton 
Warernovse, Cuarzotrs, Keighley, York. 
Weuts, Exizanera, Mitcham, Surrey. Dec |. 


Kennington lane, Lambeth 
Wuietpon, Cua orTre, Versailles, France. Nov ll. Arnold and Co, 
Gent. Dec 31. Hill and Des Forges, 


Dec 1. Knott, Worces- 
Bell, Powers- 
Dec 3. Paget, Skipton 

Kempster, Lower 


Cerey st, Lincoln’s-inn-tields 
Woopaut, Joun, Scarborough, 


Hall 
[Gasette, Oct. 24.} 
Bart, Witt1am Henry, West Drayton, Gent. Dec3l. Mercer, Ux- 
bridge 
Bigc, Henry, Barnes, Surrey, Esq. Dec 31. Gush and Phillips, Fins- 


bury circus 

Bovrng, Henry, Birmingham, Wholesale Grocer. Decl. Matthews 
and Smith, Birmingham 

Couuins. Rev. Cates, Stedham, Sussex, Clerk. Nov 30. Albvert and 
Lucas, Midhurst 

Cooper, Danzit, The Boltons, South Kensirgion, Esq, Decl. Swine 
burne an? Parker, Bedford-row . 

DarFy, Mary, Grand-parade, Brighton. 
man Gell, Brighton 

Dewnurst, James, Clifton, Lancaster, Beerse'ler. Dec 4. Rutter and 
Finney, Boltun 

Durrg, Manearet, Bolton, Lancaster, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Nov 11. 
Brown and Hinnel, Bolton 

Epx, Catxs, Buckland, Surrey, Gent. Dec 1. Morrison, Reigate 

GRraY, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Baker. Dec 1. Wayman, Camoridge 

GrirFitus, Eusrivs Wurney, Alfred pl, South Kensington, Architect. 
Dec 31, Buliey, Cheapside 

Haren, Maarua, Westgate-on-Sea, Kent, Nov30. March, Lombard 
st 

Hices, Witttam, Belgrave, Gent. Dec}. Watts, Leicester 

Huron, Wttu1aM Forp, Hulton Park, Lancaster, Esq. 


Nov 24. Freeman and Free- 


Dec 3. 





Hulton and Lister, Manchester 

Less, James, Manchester, Gent. Dec 1. Weston and Co, Man- 

chester 

) Mapzeron, Henny, Philip rd, Peckham Rye, Staff Commander, R.N 
Nov 2%. Hullettand Co., St. Martin’s pl, Trafaigar sq 


a, Henry Joun, Cambridge, Grocer, Deol. Matthew, Cam 
ridge 
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“Martz, Joun, Ely, Cambridge, Farmer. Nov 29. Archer and Son, 
Ely 


“Meyersem, Mo vrrx, Manchester, Merchant. Dec 1. Wesion and Co, 
Manchester 
Moopy, Georee, Whittington, nr Lichfield, Builder. Dec 1, Barnes 
and Russet1, Lichfield . 
Morse, WittiamM, Burnham, Somerset, Gent. Nov 17. Board, Burn- 
ham 


Dec 15. Butler and Middlebrook, 


8 

Pim, Gzorce Beprogp, Arlington sq, Islington, Gent. Dec 24. Crick 
and Freeman, Maldon 

Posno, Mavrice Josers, Portland pl, Merchant. Dec 1. Sydney, 
finsbury-circus 

Reeves, Wit11am, Lower Sydenham, Kent, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 22. Cronin and Rivolta, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Rirroy, Jonny James, Altham, Lancaster, Gent. Dec 20. Hall and 
Son, Accrington 


Sart, Mancarer, Longton, Stafford. Nov 30. Robinson, Loneton 


‘Peet, Watson, Leeds, Gent. 
Leed: 


SanxteR, ALFRED, Foxton, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 1, Wayman, 
Cambridge 
Snaw, ALExANDER, Knutsford, Chester, Esq. Dec 24, Vaudrey, 


Manchester 

Tromas, RoBert, Smethwick, Stafford,Gent. Dec 1. Southall and Co, 
Birmingham 

TuornrLow, THomas, Lichfield, Gent. Decl. Barnes and Russell, 
Lichfield 

Water. Tromas, Dalston lane, Gent. Nov 24. 
Legge, Philpot lane 

‘Warp, Ricuarp, Manchester, Tin Plate Worker. Decl. Westonand 
Co, Manchester 

“Watson, Tnomas, Highbury crescent, Highbury, Gent. 
Dunean and Co, Blcomsbury sq 


Stoneham and 


Nov 30. 
(Gazette, Oct. 28. 


ADEinS, Francis, Brighton, Esq. Dec 18. 
mir gham 

Boccetr, Ricnarp, Kippax, York, Gent. 
Burrell, Leeds 


Tarleton and Butlin, Bir- 


Dec 31. Simpson and 


Brooke, ExizaBeTu, Prookhill Park, Plumstead, Dec 31. Hine- 
Haycock and Bridgman, College-hill, London 
Cuavatse, PYE Henry, Edgbaston, Warwick, Surgeon. Dec 31. 


Delves-Broughton, Birmingham 

Cottixs, Joun, Greenheys, Manchester, Cashier and Book-keeper. 
Dec 1, Lambert, Cross st, Manchester 

CooprR, SAMUEL, Hulland Ward, Derby, Butcher. Dec 24. Holland 
and Rigby, Ashborne 

Daveran, Micuart, North Camp, Farnborough, Gent. Dec 22. 
Eve, Aldershot 


Davier, RicwarpD, Llangollen, Denbigh, Innkeeper. Jan1. Richards 
and Son, Llangollen 
Epwarps, ARABELLA, Hough Green, Chester, Dec6. Ashurst and 


Co, Old Jewry 

Exssy, James Wittiam, Copland rd, Peckham Rye, Manservant. 
Nov!5. Webb, Rye-lane, Peckham 

Frovpe, Wi111AM, Chelston Cross, Torquay, Esq. Dec 27. Karslake, 
Regent st 

Gipps, Susan, Dover. Dec 1. 


Fielding, Dover 
GiLt, Wii1L1AM Jamprs, York. 


Dec 8. Howard and Co, Colchester 


ae, Mary Ayn, Eastbourne, Sussex. Nov 21. Hillman, 
e 

Grant, Wirt1aM Peter, Penzance, Cornwall. Dec 1. Mason, 
Gresham st 


‘Graydon, Martin Wanuess, Sunderland, Ship»wner. Dec 10. Simey, 
Sunde:land 

Green, Tuomas, Silsoe Villa, Ealing, Esq. Nov 15. 
James, Somerset st, Portman sq 

HADFIELD, SamvuEL, Tiptwistle, Chester, Farmer. Dec 31. Dransfield 
and Sons, Penistone, ur Sheffield 

Harts, Henry, Nutbourne, nr Pulborough, Esq. Dee 3. Martineau 
and Reed, Raymond’s bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Haroreaves, James, Newchurch, Lancaster,Gent. Nov 22. Grundy 
and Co, Manchester 

Hui11, Joun, Hibaldstone, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 1. Howlett, Kirton- 
in-Lindsey 

Huit, Joszpa, Sutton Benger, Wilts, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
Dec 1. Pinniger and Co, Chippenham 

Homrureys, Joun, Glandwr, Denbigh,.Manager. Jan 1. Richards 
and Son, Llangolien 

Incicsy, Sir Witt1am Barss, Roland’s-gardens, South Kensington, 
K.C.B. Dec 14, Young and Co, Essex st, Strand 

Lutwycuz, Emity Harriert, Tulse Hill, Surrey. Dec 29. Collis 
and Mallam, Lincoln’s inn fields 

McBean, Lacuxan, Cicely rd, Pekham. Decl. Mason, Gresham st 

Murray, EvizabeTu, Inverness gardens, Kensington. Dec 15. Slee 
and Co, Potters-fields 

ParkisH, SAMUEL, Coalbournbrook, Stefford, Cut Glass Manufacturer, 
Dec 24. Gould and Elcock, Stourbridge 

sae —. eo. mg 1 Pownall and Co, Staple-inn 
ICHARD® ILLIAM HaGcGETT, Stapleton, Somerset, Esq. 1 ps 
Leach, Martock iiss: Nap aries 

Ropryson, Sanau, Leeds. Jan1. Arundel, Leeds 

gap seg Grorce, St. Albans, Corn Merchant, Feb1. Annesley, St. 

ans 

Saanr, Jamys Carer, Chester terrace, Gent. Dec 1. 
Gresham st 

Sourney, Tuomas, Balmore, nr Reading, Esq. Dec 20, Winter and 
Co, Bedford-row 

SwinDELL, Ereaxor, Southport. Jan2l. Ramwell and Co, Bolton 

Tucker. Jonw, Falmouth, Cornwall, Captain, R.N. Dect. Jenkias, 
Falmouth 

Vane, Epwarp, Ashford, Kent, Linen Manufacturer, Dec7. Hallett 
and Co, Ashford 


“Wa.uis, Joan, Newington, York, Retired Grocer. Nov 28. lk 
and Spink, Hull — ; n seg 


Bartley and 


Mason, 


[ Gazette, Oct 31.] 
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Cuurt Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court of MAsTER OF THE 

Date. APPEAL. Rotts. V.C, Maun, 
Monday, Nov. 10Mr. Leach Mr. Merivale Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday ...... ll Latham King Koe 
Wednesday.... 12 Leach Merivale Clowes 
Thursday ....13 Latham King 0e 
Friday........ 14 Leach Merivale Clowes 
Saturday...... 15 Latham King 0e 

¥.0.Bacom, V.0.Hann, MP. Justieg 

Monday, Nov. 10Mr. Teesdale Mr. Jackson Mr. Ward 
Tuesday ...... 11 Farrer Cobby Pemberton 
Wednesday.... 12 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
Thursday .... 13 Farrer Cobby Pemberton 
Friday....0... 14 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
Saturday...... 15 Farrer Cobby Pemberton 


eee 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Cuancery Diviston—OrveER or Court. 
Thursday, the 30th day of October, 1879, 

Whereas, by the orders dated the 24th day of February, 
1879, and the 29th day of May, 1879, I, the Ri 
Honourable Hugh MacCalmont Earl Cairns, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, did, in consequence of the 
state of health of the Honourable the Vice - Chancellor 
Sir Richard Malins being such as temporarily to prevent 
his sitting in court, or in chambers, order and direct 
that all causes and matters, which at the respective dates of 
the said orders had been assigned to and were then pending 
before the said Vice-Chancellor, should for all purposes be 
transferred until further order to the Honourable Sir 
Edward Fry, one of the judges of the Supreme Court 
attached to the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice, to be heard and disposed of 
by him, so far and to such extent as he should consider 
necessary or expedient. And whereas the said Vice-Chan- 
cellor is now restored to health, and it is his intention to 
resume his sittings in court and in chambers, I do therefore 
order that from and after the 1st day of November, 1879, 
the causes and matters which were so transferred to Mr. 
Justice Fry by the said orders respectively, so far as any of 
them are not finally disposed of (except the causes men- 
tioned in the schedule to this order), be re-transferred to 
the said Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard Malins: And I do 
further order that the causes mentioned in the said sched- 
ule remain transferred to Mr. Justice Fry, but from hence- 
forth be deemed to have been and be treated as having 
been so transferred for the purpose of trial or hearing 
only. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar 
and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Coart of Justice. 


ScHEDULE. 


Wainwright v Oddy act 1878 W. 249 

Von Heyden v Johnson & Sons act 1878 V. 35 

In re Stott Mawson v Stott act (short) 1876 S. 315 
Powell v Williams act 1878 P. 147 
Mather v Mather act 1875 M. 86 
Mills v Corfe act 1878 M. 297 
Johnson v Dinn act 1878 J. 56 
Frost v Mickleburgh act 1878 F. 
Dinn v Robey act 1878 D. 146 
Maxwell v Watkins act 1879 M. 
Bolton v Greene act 1878 B. 365 
Lewes v Lewes motn for judgt 1878 L. 
Worms vy De Valden act 1879 W. 46 
Streeter v Morris act 1878 S. 408 
Woodgate v Watson act 1878 W. 453 
Dallinger v St Albyn act 1877 D. 14 
In re Silbering, deceased Birchel’ v Brown act 1879 
8. 111 


105 
17 
248 


Cordeaux v Fullerton motn for judgt 1877 C. 10 

{n re Leckie, deceased Allen v Leckie act 1879 L. 76 
In re Oldham, deceased Oldham v Bewlay act 1878 O. 65 
Mason v Brentini act 1878 M. 319 

Smith v Robinson act 1877 S. 402 





Johnson v Cambrian Rys Co act 1878 J. 186 
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Mackie v Cotton Powder Co act 1878 M. 284 
Davy ¥ Godwin act 1879 D. 221 

Crawford v Toogood act 1878 C. 411 

-foody oo act 1877 M. 237 


























J 
LE. y Wheatcroft motn for judgt 1879 ‘H. 244 
Inte Pardy, deceased Pearson vy Pardy act 1878 P. 192 
i Woodruff v Brecon, &c., Ry Co act 1878 W. 432 
tm, Wells v Chelmsford Local Board act 1879 W. 169 
Weg fare Reichenbach Hedger v Briggs act 1878 R. 9 
e Inre Smedley, deceased Knight v Willcox motn for judgt 
weg 1879 S. 333 
J Woodruff v Brecon, &c., Ry Co act 1878 W. 433 
wes Birkbeck v Harker act 1877 H. 37 
, lister v Lister act (short) 1878 L. 115 
Isticg Reid v Sampson act (short) 1879 R. 164 
a Webster v Chatterton act 1878 W. 68 
berton Birtwhistle v Moorhouse act 1879 B. 332 
d In re McKenzie Walker v McKenzie motn for judgt 
berton 1878 M. 229 
d Ioseby v Sarson act 1878 L. 276 
berton M Bellv Booth act 1878 B. 503 
Yon Heyden v P Harris& Co act 1879 H. 30 
Davisv Davis act 1878 D. 126 
Noyes v Noyes act 1878 N. 105 
Spreight v Spreight motn for judgt 1879 8. 3545 
79, Inre Johnson Hand v Johnson act 1878 J. 114 
Mash v Eads act 1879 M. 43 : 
ek Burton v Dean act 1878 B. 419 
H Holdsworth v Holdsworth act 1877 H. 324 
a Catrns, C, 





















a heqal News. 

ling “Mr. Baron Huddleston, at the sitting of the Exchequer 
Sir Division on Wednesday, announced that the Lord Chief 
vurt fq Baton, owing to the serious illness of one of the members 
igh of hisfamily, had been unexpectedly called to the south of 





France, and that the sittings at Nist Prius in the division 





R. would therefore be postponed until next week. 
wii “The case of Moody v. Steggles, says an American legal 
to journal, involved the question of the right of one to main- 





tain a metal sign affixed to the house of another, it having 
been so affixed for forty years. The court in delivering judg- 









Ir. ment gravely remarked: ‘‘It is said that the signboard 
of creaks, and that the plaintiffs have no right to cause the 
n- annoyance which is produced by the creaking of the sign- 
to lard Now, it appears to me, from the evidence, that the 
lo signboard, if I may use such an expression, creaks from its 
i- own nature. It is not easy, and probably not possible, to 
a- expose a wide surface of metal, such as this signboard appears 
g to be, to the action of the wind down this passage without 
g causing some creaking, and it appears to have always creaked 
r more or less. But the evidence goes to show that in the 
a spring of last year it creaked rather more than usual, and 





then an interview took place between Mr. Vaughan, who 
was specially affected by it, and the plaintiff, Miss Moody, 
in which she seems to have offered him the use of the ladder, 
and to have invited him to grease it himself, which invita- 
tion he refused. The whole thing with regard to the creak- 
ing is of a trumpery description. It does not appear to me 
that there has been any creaking in excess of what is 
naturally incidental to a signboard, and certainly in the 
later exercise of the right the plaintiff has studiously de- 
tired to minimise the meonvenience to the defendant, 
because it has been erected with indiarubber washers, which 
undoubtedly have diminished the noise to the greatest possible 
extent. Therefore, that defence appears to me to be insig- 
nificant and idle.” 


. “A Solictor’s Clerk,” writing to a local journal on the 
present system of conducting prosecutions, says :—“ Up to 
about eleven or twelve years ago solicitors were paid a fixed 
sum of £3 for each case at quarter sessions, but at that time 
the fee was reduced to the sum of £1 11s.6d. When we 
have one case, or even two, as not unfreyuently happens, 
it will, I think, be acknowledged that the remuneration (?) 
18 not excessive. We have, in the first place, to pay the 
justices’ clerk for copies of the depositions, averaging about 
88. for each case. Then draw up the brief, attend the 
court, get the indictment, see that the witnesses are all in 
their p and run the risk (if the witnesses are not all 



























present) of being reprimanded by the judge orchairman, ax 
the case may be, and, perhaps, having ‘costs disallowed,’ 
as also to pay our own railway fare and hotel expensesif we 

to Swansea. Now, sir, to add to this, a new order has recently 
been issued. We have to attend the taxing-officer in the court 
immediately after the case is disposed of (but oftentimes 

have to wait there daring the hearing of two or three other 

cases) to get the costs taxed, with the alternative, again, of 

having them disallowed. We have also to take into our 

charge the whole of our witnesses, because if we go to the 

treasurer’s room, and have not every witness present to re- 

ceive his money, we are politely told that unless we are 

‘all’ there (viz., the solicitor, or his clerk, and the wit- 

nesses) at the same time, neither the solicitor nor anyone else 

can be paid.” 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
Nov. 6, 1879, 
RAILWAY STOCK, 




















































Railways. Paid. Closing Price 

Stock|Bristol and Exeter .......s0.sessees eocereceeeces eceees — 
Stock|Caledonian ....scssesssssessereees ‘ A 1043 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western ....... 82 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock , 59 
Stock |Great Northern ...... ‘ 123 
UOGET, WGsg de I cneccctiensesnddecectsnssnensatnseusties 125 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 100 115 
Stock |Great Western—Original cescessssecoressseseee 100 112 
Stock Lancashire ANd YOrkshire .......cccscssereesserer 100 127, 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Coast ........00+. 100 133 
Stock|London, Chatham, and Dover ... evee} 100 274 
Stock |London and North-Western .., 100 1464 
Stock London and South Western ...... 100 1 
Stock |Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 100 8 
Stock |Metropolitan 100 122 
mh | EE 100 |. 82 
Stock | Midland....sccccssessescesseseecenees 100 1 
Stock |North British 100 7 
Stock | North Eastern 100 145 
Stock North London 100 162 
tock (wore GRMMOUARETS sic cs<cvenensnceecocereseosoons= : “4 53 

jouth Devon name 
Stock |South-Eastern 100, 128 








* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
Normanpy—Oct. 29, at St. Thorne, Madras, the wife of Frank 
Normandy, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 
CARLETON—CARTER— Oct, 29, at Newnham-on-Severn, John 
Shaw Carleton, L.K.Q.C.P.I., to Rose Ann, daughter of 
Maurice Frederic Carter, of Newnham, solicitor. 


DEATHS. 

Davis—Oct. 30, at Gawthorpe Hall, Bingley, Yorkshire, 
Spencer Bramwell, son of R. Bramwell Davis, of 3, Old- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 2 years and 8 months. 

SauNDERS—Oct. 31, at Franche, near Kidderminster, Henry 
Saunders, solicitor, aged 81. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 





Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Oct. 31, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Arden, Frederick, Arundel st, Haymarket. Pet Oct 27. Murray. Nov 


i4at]l 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Brock, James, Southelmham, Suffolk, Farmer. Pet Oct 28. Grimsey. . 
Ipswich, Nov !7 at 12 
Carlile, John Braithwaite, Scarborough, D.aler in Worksof Art. Pet 
Oct 27. Woodall, Scarborough, Nov I1 «ut 3 
Coop, John, Sharples, Lancaster, Debt Collector. Pet Oct 27, Holden. 


Bolton, Nov 17 at 11 
Davies, David, Dyffryn, Carmarthen, Farmer. Pet Océ 29. Lloyd. 


Carmarthen, Nov 8 at 12 ’ 
Francis, Aan, Liseard, Chester, Plumber. Pet Oct 28. Williams. Bir- 
kenhead, Nov 14 at 12 : 
Jordan, Richard, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor. Pet Oct 29. Rollit. 


Kingston-upon-Hull, Noy 18 at 3 " 
Potter and Pearson, Deptford, Builders. Pet Oct 28, Pitt-Taylor. 


Greenwich, Nov 21 at 1 é 
Read, William, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. App Oct 23. Kirby. 


Coventry, Nov 10 at 3 
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qgtems, tie, Barnstaple, Devon. Pet Oct24. Bencraft. Barnstaple, 
‘ov ll at2 
“Slade, Jobn, Southsea, Hants, Grocer. Pet Oct 27. Renny. Ports- 
mouth, Nov 13 at 12 
Tusspar, Nov, 4, 1879. . 
Under the Bankruptcy Act,°1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Betts, James, Felham, Kent, Grocer. Pet Nov 1, Furley. Canterbury, 
Nov 21 at 12 
old, Edward, Dogmersfield, Hants, Farmer. Pet Oct 31. Godwin. 
Winchester, Nov 15 at 10 
*Glassey, Levi, Southport, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Pet Oct 30. 
Cooper. Liverpool, Nov 17 at 11 
Pearson, Henry, Nottingham, Baker. Pet Oct 31. Patchitt. Notting- 
ham, Nov 15 at 10 
Standeven, John, Halifax, Waste Dealer. Pet Oct 27. Rankin. Halifax, 
Nov 13 at 11 
Taylor, Edwin, Scarborough, out of business. Pet Oct 30. Woodall. 
Scarborongh, Nov 19 at 3 
Williams, William, Hatherleigh, Devon, Gent. Pet Oct 30, Edmonds. 
East Stonehouse, Nov 25 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Oct. 31, 1879. 
Langford, Edwin, Bristol, Watch Maker. Mar 6 
Miller, Samuel, Kenilworth rd, Old Ford, out of business. Oct 9 


TveEspAy, Nov. 4, 1879, 
Ellis, Abraham, New Ferry, Chester, Farmer. Oct 10 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, Oct. 31, 1879, 
Baker, Humphrey Lee, Colchester, Essex, Grocer. Nov 13 at 3 at offices 
of Prior, Head st. Colchester 
Baker, Robert, Middlesborough. Beer Retailer. 
of Robson, Linthorpe rd, M dalesborcugh 
Ball, Charles, junr, Lyme Regis, Dorset, Harness Maker. Nov 18 at 12 
at Miss Turner’s house, Menmouth st, lyme Regis. Durant 
Bassett, William, Swansez, Licensed Victualler. Nov 15 at 11 at offices 
of Evans, Wind st, Swansea 
Bates, Charles Bromley, and Robert Griffin Shepperson, March, Cam- 
bridge, Ironmongers. Nov 13 at2 at Argel Hotel, Peterborough. 
Wallingford, St Ives 
Bellhouse, Mury Ann, ard El'en Scott, Holbeck, Leede, Grocers. Nov 
12 at 2 at offices of Weston, Park row, Leeds 
Bentley, John, Bradford, Clogger, Nov 12 at 4 at Creditor’s Association, 
Parkioson’s chambers, Market st, Brad‘ord 
Benwell, George, Woolwich, Grocer. Nov 17 at 10 at offices of Evans, 
John st, Bedford row 
Betts, Clifford, Norwich, Merchent’s Clerk. Nov 17 st 12 at offces of 
Emerson, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 
Birt, Henry William, Worcester, out of business. Nov 13 at 12 at offices 
of Quarrel!, Avenue chambers, Cross, Worcester 
Boothroyd, Benjamin, Flushdyke, near Wakefield, Carter. Nov 10 at 
3 at offices of Burton, Wood st, Wakefield 
Brookes, Edward, Sheffield, Commission Agent. Nov 14 at 11 at cffices 
of Binney and Co, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 
Brown, Jacob, Manchester, Travelling Bag Manufacturer, Nov 12 at 
3 at offices of Eltoft, King st, Manchester 
B-own, James Betts, Rectory rd, Stoke Newington, Commiesion Agent. 
Nov 13 at 3 at offices ef Cooper, Chancery lane 
Burdett, Charles, Hesketh Bank, rear Preston, Contractor. Nov 25 at 
1§ at Dog Inn, Church st, Preston. Hartley, Burnley 
Bush, James Edward, Lancaster, Draper. Nov 12 at 3 at offices of 
Cousins, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Coates, John, Stockton-on-Tees, out of business. Nov 6 at 3 at offices 
of Tweedy, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Cook. George Collins, Ipswich, Coal Merchant. Nov 14 at 12 at offices 
of Block, Wes'gate st, Ipswich 
Cook, Henry, Whitton, Suffolk, out of business. 
of Mills, Elm st, Ipswich 
Cooper, Thomas, Bretby, Derby, Farmer. Nov 10 at 2 at White Hart 
Hotel, High st, Burton-on-Trent. Drewry, Burton-on-Trent 
gs, Francis, Lower Kennington lane, Carpet Warehouseman. Noy 
25 at 3 at offices of Crosse and Co, Lancaster p!, Strand 
Craven, Tunnard, Langrich, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 7 at 12 at offices of 
Millington and Simpson, Boston 
Crocker, Robert William, Upper Eldon, Southampton, Ye man. Nov 
15 at 12 30 at Red Lion Inn, Yeovil. Watts, Yeovil 
Davenport, John, Tunstall, Commission Agent. Nov 1! at 11 at offices 
of Tomkinson end Furniva!, Queen s!, Burslem 
Davies, John Edward, Mold, Flint, Painter. Nov 14 at 2 at Law Asso- 
cation Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Roper, Meld 
Devey, Jobn, Claveriey, Salop. Grocer. Nov 19 at 12 at Swan Hotel, 
Bridgnorth. Haslewood, Bridgnorth 
Tisiey, Richard, and Thomas Disley, Seaforth, nr Liverpool, Builders. 
Nov 12 at 2 at offices of Parkinson, Lord st, Liverpool 
Doble, Mark, Whitchurch, Dorset, Farmer. Nov 11 at 12 at George 
‘Hotel, Axminster. Tweed, Honiton 
Dodson, Walter, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, Provision Merchant. Noy 7 
at 10 at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn. Hope, Beli yard, Fleet st 
Dunni!, Wetberil!, Normanton, York, Provision Merchant. 
3 at « fices of Lake, Southg+te, Wakefield 
Ezstwell, Thomas, Church Way, Euston sq, Builder. 
offces of Brighten, Bishopgate st Without 
Elvin, John Pearson, and James Elvin, jun, Groves, Kingston-npon- 
Holl, Coopers, Nov ll at 2 at offices of Lambert, Bowlalley lane, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 
Entwistic, Ralph, Hardman’s Turton, Leneaster, Plasterer. Nov 13 at 
3 at offices of Winder, Bowker’s row, Bolton 
Eskell, Louis Berjemin, Netherwood 14, Shepherd’s Bush, Dentist. 
Nov 12 at 2 at offices of Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fisk, John, Blackpool, Lancaster Beerse'ler. Nov 13 at 3 at Stanley 
Arms Inn, Lancaster rd, Preswn. plackhurst, Preston 


Nov 13 at 11 at offices 


Nov 15 at 11 at offices 


Nov 12 at 


Nov 20 at 2 at 


Fitzclark, John, Old Brompton, Kent, Baker. Nov 15 at 11 at offiesot 
‘orman, Ordnance terrace, Chatham 
Flintoff, William, Stockton-on-Tees, Butcher. Nov 7 at 11 at otfices of 
Best, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Foster, Thomas, John, Ramsgate, Fly Proprietor, Nov 13 at 10 at 
Camden rd, Ramsgate. Waring, Borough High st 
Fry, Thomas, Taunton, Innkeeper. Nov 14 at 12 at offices of Tren. 
chard and Co, Hammet st, Taunton 
Fuller, William George Forest Hil}, Kent, Dealer in Green Fodder, 
Nov 13 at 3 at offices of Armstrong, Chancery lana 
Garland, Edward, Moorgate st, Accountant. Nov 18 at 2 at offices of 
Michael, Great Winchester st 
Glydon, George, Birmingham, Brass Founder. Nov 12 at 2 at offices of 
Rowley, Temple row, Birmingham 
Godwin, William James, Kidderminster, Bootmaker. 
offices of Ta!bot, Church lane, Kidderminster 
Govey, Frederick, Euston rd, Ref:eshment house Keeper. Nov 10 at 
11 at Albany Tavern, Great Portland st. Lawis 
Gieen, Samuel, jun, Broadchalk, Wilts, Farm Bailiff. Nov 26 at 12at 
offices of Davies, the Abbey, Sherborne 
Greenwood, Joseph, Millom, Cumberland, Baker. Nov 12 at 1 at ofces 
of Butler, Broughton-in-Furness 
Groocock, Edward, Belper, Derby, Underclothing Manufacturer. Noy 
18 at 3.45 at offices of Hextall, Decby 
Halliley, James, Scarborough, Innkeeper. Nov 11 at 2 at the Bull and 
Mouth Hotel, Briggate, Leeds. Richardson, Scarborough 
Hamilton, Francis Dancy, New Brompton, Kent, Lieutenan* of Order. 
lies. Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Basset, Eastgate, Rochester 
Heap, William, Bradford, York, Naturalist. Nov 10 at 3 at offices of 
Last, Tyrrell st, Bradford 
Hember, Alfred Edwin, Bristol, Clerk. Nov 13 at 12 at offices of 
Mosley, Clare st. Bristol 
Heyes, Tnomas, Wigan, Wheelwright. Nov 20 at 3 at offices of Wood, 
King st, Wigan 
Hill, Joseph, Hallow, Worcester, Beerhouse keeper. 
offices of Trce and Son, High st, Worcester 
Hipkiss, John Frederick, Birmingham, Timber Merchant. 
at offices of Tyndall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Holbrook, Samuel, Nottingham, Carpenter. Nov 24 at 12 at offices of 
Fraser, Brougham chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Holmes, Charles, Shopland, Essex, Grocer. Nov 17 at 3 at offices of 
Morris, Carter lane, Doctor’s commors 
Horner, William, and Jolin Jones, Liverpool, Hemp Merchants, 
Nov 18 at 2 at the Law Association Rooms, Cook st, Live:pool, 
Goffey and North, Liverpool 
Hoyles, George, Friskney, Lincoln, Farmer, Nov 15 at2 atthe Assem- 
bly Rooms, Wainfleet All Saints. Thimbleby and Son, Spi'sby 
Hoddart, Peter, Barrow-in-Furness, Innkeeper. Nov 14 at 11 at 
the Imperial Hotel, Bat row-in-Furn¢ss, Nalder and Jones, Barrow- 
in-Furness 
Hudson, James, Manchester, Confectioner. Nov 13 at 3 at ctftices of 
Jobnson, Manchester 
Hughes, Amos, Thorney Dyke, Cambridge, Farmer, Nov 13 at 12 at 
the Bell and Oak Inn, Peterborough. Gaches, Peterborough 
Irving, John, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Builder, Nov 18 at 11 at the 
Incorporated Law Society, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Phillipson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Ivatts, Wiliam Henry, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Nov 18 at3 
at offices of Pointon, Da'e st, Liverpool 
James, Edwin John, and Edgar Wade Cock, New Bond st, Si’k Mer- 
chants. Nov 20 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Turner 
Jones, Joseph, Wrexham, Denbigh, Clothier. Nov 17 at 3 at the 
Queen Hotel, Chester. Morris 
Joseph, Joseph, Handsworth, Stafford, General Dealer. Nov 12 at ll 
at offices of Peet, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Kerry, William, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Nov 14 at 3 at offices 
of Mercer and Alderson, Bank st, Sheffield 
Kingsnorth, George William, Ramsgate, Hatter, Nov l2atl0 at the 
Pantechnicon Otfices, Abbot’s hill, Camden rd, Ramsgate. Waring, 
Borough High st 
Large, George, Manley, Cheshire, Farmer. Nov 14 at 3 at offices of 
Nordon and Mason. Bridge st row East, Chester 
Leese, Oliver, Smalithorne, Stafford, out of business, Novl3 at 3 at 
offices of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 
Legg, Robert, Dean st, Soho, Tailor. Nov 21 at 12 at offices of 
Plunkett and Leader, St Pauls chorch yard 
Leighton, George, Onneley, Stafford, outof business, Nov 18 at 3 at 
offices of Slaney and Sons, Newcistie-under-Lyme 
Lenz berg, Louis, Little Queen st, Holborn, Wood Merchant. 
11 at offices of Webb, Euston rd 
Lowden, George Thomas, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Lancaster, Hair- 
dresser’s Manager. Nov 13 as 11 at otfces of Jones, New Buiy 
st, Salford 
Lowe, Evered,. Joseph Shaw, and Thomas Henry Smith, Wombwell, 
York, Glass Bottle Manufacturers. Nov 12 at 2 at officesof Rideal, 
Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 
Lunt, George, Adderley, Salop, Farmer. Nov 13 at 11 at R yal 
H: tel, Nantwich rd, Crewe. Pearson, Market Drayton 
Mackey, Samuel, Barnsley, York, Fishmonger. Nov 13 at 11 at offices 
of Alderson. Eldon st, Barnsley 
Makein, William James, Union st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 21 at 3 at offices of Finch, Borough High st 
Marsden, Peter, and Edward Marsden, Bradford, York, Manufacturing 
Ch«mists. Nov 12 at 10.30 at offices of Watson and Dickons, Cheap- 
side, Bradford 
McGilvray, Andrew, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Travelling Draper. Nov 12 
at 3 at offices of Pickrring, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Wocdhouse and Peach, Kingston-npon- 
Merral!, Levi, Berming, Kent, Licensed 
13, kari st, Maidstone. Norton and Son 
Midgley, Robert John, Netherton, nr Halifax, Worsted Spinner. Nov 
12 at 11 at offices of Foster ard Co, Townhall chambers, Halifax 
Moor, Ei jab, East Ferry rd, Poplar, Sailmaker, Nov 27 at 3 atc files 
of Smaliman, Queen st, Cheapside 
Mortimer, Jesse, Avebury, Wilts, Dealer. 
Inn, Avebury. Henly, Caine 


Nov 13 at 3 at 


Nov 12 at Il at 
Nov 13 at2 


Nov 13 at 


ictualler. Nov 13 at }2 at 


Nov 11 at 11 at Red Lion 





Moxon, John Thomas, Sheffield, Corn Yerchant. Nov 14 at 3 at offices 
of Clegg and Bors, Victoria chambere, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
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troyd, John Arthur, Methley Junction, York, Draper. Nov 12 
at 11 at offices of Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 

Nettleton, John George, Harrowgat2, York, Paper Hanger. Nov 14 
at 2 at offices of H.yes, Britannia buildings, Oxford p), Leeds 

Nichols, William, Ramsgate, Licensed Victualler, Nov 15 at 4 at 
Hotel de Ville, Ramsgate. Robinson, Margate 

Qwen, Edwin, Wrexham, Denbigh, Cabinet Maker. Nov 13 at 3 at 
offices ef Sherratt, Regent st, Wrexham 

Parsons, Stephen, Caversham, Oxford, Smith. Nov 17 at 3 at offices of 
Creed, the Forbury, Reading 

e, John, Moultew Chapel, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 12 at 12 at 

White Hart Hotel, Spalding. Harvey, Spalding 

Phillips, Thomas Rouse, Moorgate st, Wine Merchant. Nov 18 at 2.30 
at offices of May and Co, Adelaide pl, London bridge 

fickeri!l, Robert, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Boot Maker, Nov 13 at 2 
at offices of Slaney and Son, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Pinniger, Thomas, Shelling ford, Berks, Farmer. Nov 13 at 12 at Rail- 


way Tavern, Uffington Junction, near Faringdon. Jotcham, 
Wantage 
Pitis, George, Canton, Cardiff, Grocer. Nov 18 at 11 at offices of 


Jenkins and Co, St Mary st, Uardiff. Morgan and Scott, Cardiff 

Poole, Francis Robert, Clacton-on-Se1, Essex, Butcher. Nov 13 at 12 
at offices of Prior, Head st, Colchester 

Pritebard, Edward, Bushey, Hertford, Hay and Straw Dealer. Nov 8 
at offices of Boydell, Chalk hill, Bushey, in lieu of the place originally 
named 

Purdon, Thomas William, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Lodging house keeper. 
Nov 10 at 12 at offices of Walker and Spink, Parliament st, Kingston- 
tpon-Hull 

Reuss, Ernest Gustavus, Manchester, Merchant. 
of Boote and Edgar, Beoth st, Manchester 

Richards, Richard, Arran bridge, Dolgelly, Carrier. Nov 11 at 11 at 
Angel Inn, Dolgelly. Jones, Aberystwith 

Rimington. Thomas, Derby, Builder. Nov 17 at 3 at offices of Flint, 
Wardwick, Derby 

Rimmington, Charles, Northgate, Hessle, York, Grocer. Nov 12 at 3 
at offices of Laverack, Land of Green Ginger, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Roadnight, William, Yiewsly, Hillingdon, Farmer. Nov 17 at 3 at 
George Inn, Uxbridge. Philp, Hayes 

Robinson, George Henry, John Robinson, 
Hunslet, Leeds, Glass Bottle Manufactarers. Nov 13 at 2 at olfices of 
Emsley, Commercial bldgs, Park row, Leeds 

Robinson, William, Gateshead, Durham, Doctor of Medicine. Nov 19 
- at offic’s of Ingledew and Daggett, Dean st, Newcastle-upon- 


Nov 18 at 3 at offices 


and Joseph Robinson, 


e 

Rouse, George, High st, East Grinstead, Upholsterer. Novy 10 at 12 at 
—* residence, East Grinstead. Wymond, Camberwell New- 
roa 

Rowe, Edward, Hanley, Boot Maker. Nov 13 at 2 at Sea Lion Hotel, 
High st, Hanley 

Salkeld. Thomas Henry, Bishop Auck'and, Clothier. Nov 14 at 1 at 
New North Eastern Hotel, York. Maw,jun, Bishop Auckland 

Searle, William, Chadlington, Oxford, Farmer. Nov 14 at 11 at Crown 
and Cushion Hotel, Chipping Norton. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 

Sharvell, Richard, Middlesborough, Tea Merchant. Nov |4at3 at offices 
of Bainbridge and Barnley, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Simes, David Noonan, Vernon mews, Notting hill, Ironfounder. Nov 6 
at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Skittrall, William, Ashford, nr Staines, Machinist. Nov 13 at 11 at 
Greyhound Inn, London rd, Staines. Jenkins, Tavistock st, Strand 

Smithson, James Peter, Selby, York, Commercial Traveller. Nov 12 at 
12.30 at offices of Burton, New lane, Selby 

Stephenson, Henry, Drypool. Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Nov 14 at 
3 at = of Martinson, Exchangs bidgs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston- 
upon-Hull 

Stewardson, John, Burton-upon-Trent, late Manager. Nov 14 at 11 at 
_— Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent, Goodger, Burton-on- 

rent 

Stott, Joseph, and Thomas Stott, Oldham, Grocers. Nov 12 at 3 at 

ae Hotel, Cathedral yard, Manchester. Blackburne and Smyth, 
am 

Sumner, William Graddon, Smitterfield, nr Stratford-on-Avon, Farm 
Bailiff. Nov 12 at | at offices of New and Co, High st, Alcester 

Sumpter, Herbert, High st, Homerton, Chemical Manufacturer. Nov 
21 at 2 at offices of Wright, Wa'brook 

Swaffer, Daniel, High Halden, Kent, Farmer. Nov 12 at 12 at George 
Hotel, Ashford. Davies, Basinghall st 

Thwaites, Alfred, Hastings, China Warehouseman. 
Law Institution, Chancery lane. Jones, Hastings 

Tiffen, Thomas, Wigton, Cumberland, Joiner, Nov 13 at 2 at offices of 
McKeever, Market p!, Wigton 

Toleman, Richard James, and Arthur Sanson England, Bristo', Pro- 
vision Merchants. Nov 8 atlat the Atheneum, Corn st, Bristol. 
Bedell, Bristol 

Turner, William, Thomas Edward Lamphier, and Benjamin Wyatt, 
Liverpool, Builders’ Merchants. Nov 14 at 2 at offices of Hill and 
Dickinson, Water st, Liverpool 

Urwick, Samuel Walker, Leinthall Starkes, Hereford, Farmer. Nov 20 
at 11 at offices of Weyman, Mill st, Ludlow 

Vickers, Joseph, New Shildon, Durham, Miller, Nov 12 at 2 at offices of 
Maw, Bishop Auckland 

Walker, John, Allonby, Comberland, Brewer. Nov 13 at 11 at offices 
of McKeever, Market pl, Wigton 

Walker, Joseph William, and William Walker, Hunslet, Leeds, Boot 
ne anufacturers, Nov 12 at 11 at offices of Scott, Albion st, 

8 


Nov 12 at 12 at 


Walton, Isaac Talentire, King’s Norton, Clerk in Holy Orders, Nov 12 
at 11 at offices of Southall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Warburton, William, Fulshaw, nr Alderley, Chester, out of business, 
Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Crowther and Clayton, Booth st, Cooper st, 
Manchester 
Warrington, Jane, Cawood, York, Farmer. Nov 14 at 11 at offices of 
Dale, Blake st, York 
Whitaker, Amos, Leeds, Buteher. Nov 13 at 12 at offices of Ford and 
Warren, Albion st, Leeds 
White, Henry James, Devonshire st, Holborn, Provision Dealer. Nov 


Whiteley, William, an¢ Benjamin Whiteley, Dukinfield, Chester, 
Grocers. Nov 19 at 3 at Commercial Hote!, King st, Dukinfield. Gar- 
forth, Dukinfield 
Widdison, Wiliiam, Rotherham, Miller. Novl4 at 12 at offices of 
Marsh and Pollard, Westgate, Rotherham 
Wiltshire, Francis, Longcott, Berks, Dairyman. 
otices of Boodle, Albion buildings, New Swindon 
Woodman, Thomas Haines, and Redmond 0’ Mahony, Dockhead place, 
Bermondsey, Agricultural Merchants. Nov 17 at 3 at offices cf 
Fioch, Borough High s 
Woodruff, Thomas, Wellingborough, Northampton, Machine Closer. 
Nov 19 at-1 at offices Pearse and Co, Market sq, Wellingborough 
Woods, Edward, Milton Bryant, Bedford, Farmer. Nov 13 at 11 at 
a Unicorn Inn, Lake st, Leighton Buzzard. Ewea and Roberts, 
uton 
Wray, George, Over Darwen, Joiner. Nov 12 at 11 at the Old Ball 
Hotel, Courch st, Blackburn. Costeker, Darwen 
Young, John Andrew, Ulverston, Lancaster, Licen-el Victualler. Nov 
6, not | as previously advertised, at 11 at ths Temperaace Hotel, 
Ulverston. Bradshaw, Barrow-in-Furness 


Nov 17 at ll at 


Tvugspay, Nov. 4, 1879. 

Adams, Joha Henry, Canfield rd, Kilburn, Builder. Nov 3 a‘ 2 at office 
of Lawrence and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Archer, Isaac, Ashgill, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov 14 at 3 at Blae Bel? 

Hotel, Alston. Wannop, Carlisle 

Aron, Julius, Charlotte st, Curtain rd, Hat Manufacturer. Nov 24 at $ 

at offices of Podmore and Harte, Moorgate st 

Barker, John Lamb, Cleckheaton, York, Tailor, Nov 13 at3 at offices 

of Ciougzh, Railway st, Cleckheaton 

Barnett, Joseph, Well st, St George’s-in-the-East, Clothier. Nov 19 at 
8 at offices of Christ nas, Walbrook 

Bastable, William, Hordle, Hants, Farmer. Nov 15 at 12.3) at Rail- 

way Hotel, Blandford. Atkinson, B'andford 

Bird, Henry, Ashborne, Derby, Manager. Nov 12 at 10 at Wheat 

Sheaf Inn, Ashborne. Brittlebank, Ashborne 

Bissicks, Thomas Francis, Bristol, Accountant. 

of Clifcon and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

Bond, Frederick, James pl], St Luke’s, Baker. Nov 18 at 12 at offices of 

Yarde and Loader, Raymond’s bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Bonney, Joseph, St Helen’s, Eating-house Keepsr. Nov 17 at 3 at 

Raven Hotel, Church st, St Helen’s. France, Wigan 

Boulton, Elijah, Stone, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Nov 19 at 3 at 
Station Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Lawrence, Hanley 

Bracey, Samuel Paget, Great Grimsby, Draper. Nov 17 at 3 at offices 
of Summers and Brown, Lockhill chambers, Cleethorpe rd, Great 
Grimsb 

Delieaveree, Daniel James, Masboro rd, Hammersmith, Grocer. Nov 
15 at 11 at offices of Mortis, Mitre court, Temple 

Broadley, Richard, Nicholas st, Hoxton, Cabinet Maker, Novllat 4 
at offices of Staniland, Ludgate hil! 

Burrow, Thomas, Bristol, Tsilor. Nov 19 at li at offices of Perham,. 
Exchange buildings East, Bristol 

Burton, Charles, Walsall, Boot Dealer, Nov 17 at 11 at offices of Stan 
ley, Bridge st, Walsall é 

Cartwright, Frederick Thomas, Gosforth, Northumberland, Commercial 
Traveller. Nov 14 at 2 at offices of Fybus. Dean st, Newcastle-- 
upon-Tyne E 

Child, William Henry, Acton st, Kingsland, Brushmaker. Nov 23 at 
3 at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Smith, Great St Helens 

" Clarkson, Joseph, St Dunstan’s hill, Tea Dealer. Nov i9at 12 at the 
Creditors’ Association, Arthnr st East. Martin, Fenchurch st 

Collett, John, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Builder. Nov at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Cook, Albert, Newent, Gloucester, Farmer. Nov !2 at 12 at offices of 
Cooke, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Cooper, William, Rochester, Lay Clerk. Nov 20 at 1l at the Bull 
Hotel, High st, Rochester. Gibson, Sittingbourne 

Cotton, John Edward, Sutherland terrace, Pimlico, Coal Merchant. 
Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Cuxson, John, sen, Wednesbury, Stafford, out of business. Nov 17 at3 
at offices of Sheldon, High st, Wednesbury 

Darcy, Henrietta Felicia, Buxton, Derby, Milliner. Nov 17 at 3 at 
offices of Storer, Fountain st, Manchester 

Davey, John, Bridport, Dorset, Aerated Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
Nov 20 at 11 at the!Choughs Hotel, Yeovil. Reed and Cook, Taunton 

Davies, Edward, Birmingham, Builder. Nov 14 at 3 at the Great 
Western Hotel, Birmingham. Chirm, Birmingham 

Davies, Thomas, Talfan, Cardigan, Farmer. Nov 24 at 2 at offices of 
Lloyd, Hich st, Lampeter — 

Davis, Robert. and Harry Davis, Springbourne, |Bournemouth, Builders, 
Nov 17 at 3at the Pembro.e Hotel, Bournemouth. Howard, Mel- 
combe Rogis 

Davis, Thomas, Redditch, Fishing Tackle Manufacturer. Nov 14 at 12 
at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple et, Birmingham 

Dixon, Charles, Portsea, Hants, China Vealer. Nov 17 at 3at offices of 
Whitehal), Unson st, Portsea - 

Dolby, Leicester, Grocer. Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Owston and Dickin- 
son, Friar lane, Leicester 

Earee, William, A!phamstone, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders. Nov 17 
at 11 at the Law Institntion, Chancery lane. Cardinal, Halstead 

Edmunds, Samuel, Towyn, Merioneth, Draper. Nov 18 at 11.30 at the 
Oak Hotel, Welshpool. Hughes and Sons, Aberystwith 

Farmer, William, Maulden, Bedford, out of business, Nov 17 at 12 at 
the George Hotel, Bedford. Wright, Ampthill 

Farrall, Richard, Tunstall, Stafford, Coal Dealer. Nov 13 at 3 at 
offices of Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Fidoe, Thomas, Eardington, Warwick, Grocer. Nov 13 at 3 at odices 
of Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 

Fleming, Alfred William, Maidenhead, Brewer. Nov 18 at 3 at offices 
of Whitecombe and Emson, Gresham bidgs, Basioghall st. Duon and 
Palmer, London wall 

Foot, Samuel, Sherborne, Dorset, Coach Builder. Nov 28 at 12 at 
offices of Davies, Abbey, Sherborne 

Gardner, Joseph, Nottingham, Corn Factor. Nov 19 at 3.30 at offices 
of Stevenson, Weekday cross, Nottingham 

Gerrard, Joseph, Snigbrook, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Nov 18 at 3 at 


Nov 14 at 2 at offices 





7 at 8 at offices of Stannilaud, Ludgate hill 


offices of Holiand, Northgate, Blackburn 
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Giffert, Hermann, Duke-street, Grosvenor sq, Lodging-house Keeper. 
Nov 18 at 12 at offices of Ruddie, High Holborn 

Gillespie, James, Sunderland, Draper. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of 
Salkeld, Elvet bridge, Durham : 

Gittiesohn, Isaac, Bristol, Picture Frame Maker. Nov 13 at 12 at 
offices of Beckington, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Grant, Alexander, Audlhy, Stafford, Schoolmaster. Nov 18 at 11 at 
offices of Sherratt and Son, Market st, Kidsgrove 

Griffin, George, Manchester, Fancy Wood Turner. Nov 17 at 3 at 
offices of Bond and Son, Dickinson st, Manchester 


Hall, Joseph Julian, Kingston-upon-Hull, Provision Dealer. Nov 17 at 
1] at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Hamer, John Frederick, Nunhead, Surrey, Merchants Clerk. Nov 25 

at 2 at offices of Tilleard and Co, Old Jewry 
Hardwich, Ambrose, Worcester, Grocer, Nov 13 at 12 at offices of 
Knctt, Foregate st, Worcester 
Hickson, William, Southport, Piano and Music Seller. Nov 24 at3 
at offices of Thomas, Chapel st, Southport 
Higgins, Richard, Wootton, Northampton, Farmer. Nov 18 at 11 at 
offices of Andrew, Market *q, Northampton 
Bitchcock, George, Flint, Baker. Nov 18 at 12 at offices of Boydell 
» and Co, Pepper st, Chester 
Horspool, Robert, Aylestone Park, Leicester, Joiuer. Nov 18 at 3 at 
offices of Burgess and Williams, Berridge et, Leicester 
Howe, John, Sheffield, Tailor. Nov 17 at 3 at offices of Watson and 
Esam, Bank st, Shettield 
Hudson, Richard, Bicknor, Kent, Farmer. Nov 19 at 11 at Bull Hotel, 
High st, Sittingbourne. Gibson, Sittingbourne 
Hutchins, William, Neath, Glamorgan, Butcher, Nov 13 at 11 at 
offices of Davies, Alma p!, Neath 
Jackeon, John, King William st, Engineer, Nov 25 at 2 at Guildhall 
Coffeehouse, Gresham st. Smith & Co, Bread st 
Jacob, Ernest Augustus, Baltonsborough, Somerset, Dairy Farmer. 
Nov 20 at 11 at offices of Bulliedj High st, Glastonbury 
Jagger, James, Oldham, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Nov 13 at 3at 
offices of Buckley and Mattinson, Church lane, Oldham 
Jerrom, John, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Baker. Nov 15 at ll 
at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Jones, Thomas Morgan, Briton Ferry, Glamogan, Grocer. Nov 18 at 
12 at Merchants’ Association, Broad st, Bristol. Tennant and Jones, 
Aberavon 
Jones, William, Newport, Monmouth, Tug Owner. Nov 19 at 10 at 
offices of David, Tredegar pl, Newport 
Jones, William, Talgarth, Brecon, Mason. Nov 22 at 12 at Castle Hotel, 
Brecon. Wiliams, Crickhowell 
Jones, William Roberts, Bettws-y-Coad, Carnarvon, Surgeon. 
at 3 at offices of Jones, Bridge st, Conway 
Kelly, James Francis, Wrexham, Professor of Drawing. Nov 18 at 11 
at officesof Bradley, Hope st, Wrexhan 
Lavender, Harry, Oldham, Licensed Victualler. Nov 14 at 3 at offices 
of Broderick, Booth st, Manchester. Stevenson, Manchester 


Nov 19 


Leex, Samuel, Monmouth, Grocer. Nov 19 at 12 at offices of Williams, 
Monmouth 
Lewis, William Jcseph, Knighton, Radnor, Draper. 


Nov 27 at 12 at 
Craven Arms Hotel, Craven Arms. Wallis, Hereford 
Lewis, William Mortimer, Morfabychan Pendine, Carmarthen, of no 
occupation. Nov 18 at lat offices of Griffiths, St Mary st, Car- 
marthen 
Litely, Richard, Frome, Somerset, Horsedealer. Nov 21 at 3 at offices 
of Cruttweil and Co, Bath st, Frome 
Lloyd, Charies, Builth, Brecon, Shoe Dealer. Nov 17 at 1 at Dragon 
Hotel, Hereford. Williams and Co, Newtow: 
Lloyd, Joseph Arthur, Leyton, Corn Merchant. Nov 13at 3 at offices 
of Lloyd, Blomfield st 
Long, Jonathan, Heaton Syke, York, Quarry Owner. Nov 13 at 10.15 
at Talbot Hotel, Kirkgate, Bradford. Morgan and Morgan, Shipley 
Long, Joseph, Heaton Syke, York, Quarry Owner. Nov 13 at 
— at Talbot Hotel, Kirkgate, Bradford. Morgan and Morgan, 
ipley 
Mackeneie, William, Waterloo, Northumberland, Butcher. Nov 17 at 
12 at cffices of Gillespie and Co, Cross House chambers, Westgate rd, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Purdy, Morpeth 
Masecard, Amand, Jackson rd, Upper Holloway, out of bus'’ness. Nov 
21 at 2 at offices of Morphett and Hanson, King st, Cheapside. 
Terry, King st, Cheapside 
Mason, George, Liverpool, Builder, Nov 17 at 12 at offices of Car- 
ruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 
Matthews, James, Kilmington, Devon, Butter Factor. 
the Swan Hotel, Crewkerne. Forward, Axminster 
Mills, Jobn, Crown rd, Fulham, Grocer. Nov 10 at 2 at the Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Wenn, Bell yard, 
Temple Bar 
Mothersill, James, seu, James Mothersil), jun, and Henry Mothersill, 
Manchester, Cotton Manufacwrers. Nov 18 at 2 at offices of Boote 
and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 
Neil, William, High Holborn, Refreshment Caterer. 
offices of Podmore and Harte, Moorgate st 
Nightingale, William, Tockho'es, Lancaster, Farmer. Nov 18 at 3 at 
the Angel Inn, Market st, Over Darwen. Howorth, Blackburn 
Nixon, Richard Thomes, Canterbury, Confectioner. Nov 18 at 3 at 
offices of Collard, Castie st, Canterbury 
Nixon, Thomas, Kirton, Lincoln, Sargeon. Nov 17 at1 at the Red 
Lion Hotel, Boston. Bailes, Boston 
Noble, Christopher, Golear, Huddersfield, Woollen Waste Dealer. Nov 
14 at 3 at offices of Ainley and Hail, New st, Huddersfield 
Norton, James Charles, High st, Brentford, Pawnbroker. 
12 at ffices of Matthews and Wells, Jobn st, Bedford row 
Nott, William, jun, Conderton, Worcester, Innkeeper. Nov 14 at 10 
at offices of Smitb, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Oswald, Edward Heath, Nottingham, Plaster Merchant. Nov 17 at 2 
at effices of Challinor, Cheapside, Hanley 
Peliant, Joby, Handsworth, stafford, out of business. Nov 14 at 3 at 
offices of Horton, Colmore rd, Birmingham 
Pearl, John, Widnes, Lancaster, Blacksmith. Nov 18 at 3 at offices of 
Spencely, St John st, Lancaster 
Pega, Samuel, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 


Nov 17 at 12 at 


Nov 19 at 4 at 


Nov 17 at 


Nov 14 at 3 at offices 


en, 


Phillips, Edward, Newtown, Montgomerv, Wine and Spirit 
Nov 19 at 12.30 at the Crown Hotel, Shrewsbury. Williams and ©, 
Newtown 

Phillips, Thomas Arthur Jones Stradlyn Morgan, Pangbourne, 

Gent. Nov 17 at 11 at offices of Schultz and Son, South sq, Gray’s 
inn. James and Co, Merthyr Tydfil 

Platt, Ralph, Blackburn, Innkeeper. Nov 19 at 3 at offices of Ho). 
land, Northgate, Blackburn . 

Plaxton, Edwin, Scarborough, Tailor. Nov 15 at 11 at offices of 
Richardson, Queen st, Scarborough 

Price, Thomas, Birmingham, Wholesale Draper. Nov 19 at 3 at offices 
of Tyler, Ann st, Birmingham 

Reavill, William, Woodborough, Nottingham, Victualler. Nov 14 
12 at offices of Thorpe and Thorpe, Friar !ane, Nottingham 

Nov 18 at 3 at offices of 


Reeve, Frederick, Birmingham, Grocer. 
Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Revel!, Joseph, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Plasterer. Nov 17 at 3 at offiggs 
of Coates, Old st, Ashton-uunder-Lyne 

Rourke, John Laney, and Albert Rourke, Marylebone lane, Tailor, 
Nov 15 at 12 at offices of Sampson, Marylebone rd . 

Rouse, Isaac, Leeds, Tailor. Nov 17 at 3 at offices of Jenkinson, Albion 


st, Leeds 

Rowbotham, John Hamer, Wakefield, Draper. Nov 13 at 3 at offices 
of Burton, Wood st, Wakefield 

Rushworth, Harper, Milk st, Cheapside, Linen Collar Mauufacturer, 
Nov 18 at 2 at offices of Pittman and Smart, Guildhall cham! 
Basinghall st 

Rusk, John James, King st West, Hammersmith, Bootmaker. Nov 17 
at 12 at offices of Wade, Cl:fford’s inn 

Sharpe, Robert Good, Silverton, Devon, Retired Lieut. 
at offices of Petherick, Southernhay, Exeter 

Slack, George, Hasland, Derby, Innkeener. Nov 14 at 1l at offices of 
Jones and Middleton, Gluman gate, Chesterfield 

Stanaish, William, Westhoughton, Lanc:shire, Provision Dealer. Noy 
15 at 11 at offices of Stuart, King st, Wigan 

Stevens, Charles, King’s Norton, Worcester, Grocer. 
offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Sykes, John. Bradford, Slater. Nov 19 at !1 at offices of Duckworth, 
Marsden st, Manchester 

Tomlinson, Charles Buchanan, Francis Robert Procter Tomlinson, and 
Charles Castellain, Liverpool, Cotton Brokers, Nov 17 at 2 at offices 
of Harmood and Co, North Jon st, Liverpool, Simpson and N orth, 
Liverpool 

Watkins, Edwin Joseph, Crickhowell, Brecon, out of business. Nov li 
at 3 at offices of Davies, High st, “rickhowell 

Watson, Walter, Calue, Wilts, Beerhouse keeper, Nov 19 at 3 at offices 
of Ricketts and Tucker, Church s', Oalne 

Whitaker, James, Helmshore, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Nov 18 at 
3 at offices of Grundy and Co, Booth st, M nchester 

Whitehead, Henry, Sedgley, Staff rd, Weeelwright. Nov 19 at 3 at 
offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Whittle, Isaac, Bremhill, Wilts, no occupation. Nov 14 at 2.30 at Angel 
Hotel. Chippenham. Henlv, Calne 

Wilkinson, William Clarkson, Liverpool, Cooper. Nov 14 at 2.30 at 
offices of Brabner and Court, Conk st, Liverpool 

Williams, Robert, Great Underbank, Stock»ort, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 20 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Man- 
chester 

Winn, Anthony, Normanton, York, Grocer. 
Lodge, Park row, Leeds 

Winstanley, Thomas, New Compton st, Soho, Art Metalworker. Nov 
24 at 12 at offices of Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 

Woolven, John, Brighton, Butcher. Nov 19 at 3 as offices of Lamb and 
Evett, Ship st, Brighton 

Worrall, Charles, Birmingham, Electro-Plate Manufacturer. Nov 15 
at 12 at offices of Buller and Bickl-y, Bennett’s hi'l, Birmingham 

Worrall, Henry Thomas, Devonshire chambers, Bishopsgate st, Mat- 
ting Manufacturer. Nov 17 at 12 at otfices of Mote, Walbrook 


Nov 17 at 1 


Nov 17 at 3 at 


Nov 17 at 3 at offices of 





SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c,, and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
os Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro 
nibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 

(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which 
explains the only pertectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 
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